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ltr publishing the fourth edition of my Commentary on 
the Pastoral Epistles, I recall with painful feeling 
the man who began and conducted the work in which 
I count it a special honour to take part. When the 
third edition of my Commentary on the Epistle of James 
appeared in the year 1870, he was still busy with 
undiminished mental vigour in conducting his work nearer 
to that goal of completion, which he had kept before 
him from the first. At that time I did not anticipate that 
in a few years he would be called away from his work. 
Through his death Science has sustained a heavy loss, but 
she has this comfort, that if he himself has departed from 
her, the work to which he devoted the labour of a lifetime 
still remains, a brilliant example of the most thorough and 
unbiassed exegesis, of an exegesis which, holding itself free 
from all subjective caprice, “ devotes itself soberly, faithfully, 
submissively, to the service of the Divine Word.” The works 
of Meyer testify that he himself adhered to the law which he 
set down for the expositors of the holy Word, viz. that “ they 
must interpret its pure contents as historical facts in a 
manner simple, true, and clear, without bias and independent of 
dogmatic prejudice, neither adding nor taking away anything, 
and abstaining from all conjectures of their own” (Preface to 
the fifth edition of the Commentary on 1 Cor.).—Since he 
invited me to take part in the work, it has been my constant 
endeavour to imitate his example; and it shall always be so 
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with me, so long as I am spared to go on with it. Of what 
use is it, either to theological science or to the Church, if the 
expounder of the holy Scriptures uses his acuteness in 
endeavouring to confirm from them his own preconceived 
opinions, instead of faithfully interpreting and presenting the 
thoughts actually contained in them ?—The same endeavour 
has guided me in this new revision, as will be shown, I hope, 
by the revision itself. In addition to the scrutiny to which 
I have subjected my earlier work, I have also carefully 
considered and examined the writings on the Pastoral Epistles, 
published since 1866, when the third edition of this Com- 
mentary appeared. Above all, I have examined the third 
edition of van Oosterzee’s Commentary, the practical exposi- 
tion by Plitt, and Hofmann’s Commentary. While fully 
acknowledging the acuteness displayed in Hofmann’s exposi- 
tion, I have but seldom been able to agree with it; for the 
most part, I have felt myself bound to refute it. However 
convincing it may frequently appear at the first glance, as 
frequently it will not bear an unbiassed, scrutinizing considera- 
tion. While it certainly does not yield itself to exuberant 
fancies, it still follows a mode of exegesis, in which the chief 
purpose is to put forth new and striking explanations, and then 
to support them with all kinds of ingenious arguments.— 
Nevertheless I feel myself bound to express my thanks to it, 
because it has incited me to examine the thought of the holy 
text all the more carefully and thoroughly. 

The disfavour with which the Pastoral Epistles used often 
to be regarded has gradually disappeared, and rightly; for 
the more deeply we enter into the spirit of their contents, 
the more they appear worthy of the apostle whose name 
they bear. Excellent service in presenting their fulness of 
thought has been done by Stirm, a deacon in Reutlingen, in 
his treatise published in the Jahrbuch fiir deutsche Theologie 
(vol. xviii, No. 1, 1872), and called “ Hints for Pastoral 


AUTHOR’S PREFACE. vil 


Theology contained in the Pastoral Epistles.” The more 
they who are entrusted with the clerical office make use of 
the contents of these epistles as their guiding star, the richer 
in blessing will their labours be.— To that same end may 
the Lord of the Church bless this my new work! 


JOH. ED. HUTHER. 


WITTENFORDEN, November 1875. 
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THE PASTORAL EPISTLES. 


INTRODUCTION. 
SECTION 1.—TIMOTHY AND TITUS. 


q| [MOTH Y.—He was the son of a Christian Jewess 
i) = (yuvatxos “Iovéatas moths, Acts xvi. 1) named 
Eunice (2 Tim. i. 5), and of a Greek. We can- 
not determine for certain his place of birth. 
The passage in Acts xx. 4 does not prove that he was born in 
Derbe, since the position of xaé forbids the connection of 
Tipodeos with AepBaios.: From Acts xvi. 1, we might possibly 
take Lystra to be his birthplace. If this be right, we may 
from it explain why in Acts xx. 4, TipoOeos, without more 
precise description, is named along with Caius of Derbe, since 
Lystra lies in the neighbourhood of Derbe.? From his mother 
and his grandmother, called Lois, he had enjoyed a pious edu- 
cation ; and he had early been made acquainted with the holy 
scriptures of the Jews (2 Tim. i. 5, iii, 14, 15). When Paul 
on his second missionary journey came into closer connection 
with him, he was already a Christian (ua@yT7s), and possessed 
a good reputation among the believers in Lystra and Iconium. 
Paul calls him his réxvoy (1 Tim. i. 2,18; 2 Tim.i. 2; 1 Cor. 

? Wieseler (Chronol. des apost. Zeituiters, p. 25) argues that AzpBaios should go 
with Tizéécos. He points out that in xix. 29, Déiss is called a Macedonian along 
with Avistarchus, and that xx. 4 would agree with this if za! Téios were joined 
to @zcrarouxéwv. But in this construction xa before Zexoivdes is superfluous. 
The Gaius here named is not to be held identical with the one mentioned in 
xix. 29; see Meyer on Acts xx. 4. 

2 According to Otto, the 7%» does not denote Timothy’s abode, but only his 
temporary sojourn occasioned by the presence of Paul—an assertiow which the 
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iv. 17), from which it would appear that he had been converted 
by the preaching of the apostle, probably during the apostle’s 
first stay in Lystra (Acts xiv. 6, 7); and, according to the 
reading: apa Tivwv, in the passage 2 Tim. ii. 14, by means 
of his mother and grandmother. Paul, after circumcising him, 
because his father was known in the district to be a Gentile,’ 
adopted him as his assistant in the apostleship. From that time 
forward, Timothy was one of those who served the apostle (és 
tov Staxovotvtwv attd, Acts xix. 22), his cuvepyds. The 
service (Ovaxovia) consisted in helping the apostle in the duties 
of his office, and was therefore not identical with the office 
of those called evangelists (this against Wiesinger). See on 
2 Tim. iv. 5.—Timothy accompanied the apostle through Asia 
Minor to Philippi; but when Paul and Silas left that city (Acts 
xvi. 40), he seems to have remained behind there for some time, 
along with some other companions of the apostle. At Berea 
they were again together. When Paul afterwards travelled to 
Athens, Timothy remained behind (with Silas) at Berea; but 
Paul sent a message for him to come soon (Acts xvii. 14, 15)? 
From Athens, Paul sent him to Thessalonica, to inquire into 
the condition of the church there and to strengthen it (1 Thess. 
iii 1-5). After completing this task, Timothy joined Paul 
again in Corinth (Acts xviii, 5; 1 Thess. iii. 6). The two 
epistles which Paul wrote from that place to the Thessalonians 
were written in Timothy’s name also (1 Thess. 1.1; 2 Thess. 1. 
1)? When Paul on his third missionary journey remained 
for some considerable time in Ephesus, Timothy was with him; 
where he was in the interval is unknown. Before the tumult 


1 From the expression: drs “EAAny dorapyev (Acts xvi. 8), Otto wishes to infer 
that the father was ‘‘ properly a Hellene, but that not mnch of a Gentile nature 
was to be seen in him,” because srdpye, in contrast to Puiverdas, is ** to be 
fundamentally” (!). 

2 There is no tenable ground for Otto’s assertion that Silas remained at Berea, 
and that Timothy, after completing the apostle’s commission in Thessalonica, 
joined Silas again at Berea on the return journey, from which place the two 
travelled together to Corinth. 

3 Otto asserts that in Corinth Timothy made ‘‘his first attempts at the zfpyypa 
rou adyou (2 Cor. i. 19),” whichis in manifest contradiction with 1 Thess. iii. 1-5. 
UrnpiCew and rupuxxasiv wep) ons wiorews necessarily include the xnpiccsi cov Adyov, 
and are not to be regarded merely as the fulfilment of a ‘‘messenger’s duty, 
demanding no particular experience nor ability.” 
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occasioned by Demetrius, Paul sent him from Ephesus to 
Macedonia (Acts xix. 22), Immediately afterwards the apostle 
wrote what is called the First Epistle to the Corinthians, from 
which it would appear that Timothy had been commissioned 
to go to Corinth, but that the apostle expected him to arrive 
there after the epistle (1 Cor. iv. 17, xvi. 10, 11). Matthies 
asserts without proof that Timothy did not carry out this 
journey. — When Paul wrote from Macedonia the Second 
Epistle to the Corinthians, Timothy was again with him 3) for 
Paul composed that epistle also in Timothy’s name, a very 
natural act if Timothy had shortly before been in Corinth.— 
He next travelled with the apostle to Corinth; his presence 
there is proved by the greeting which Paul sent from him to 
the church in Rome (Rom. xvi. 21).—When Paul after three 
months left Greece, Timothy, besides others of the apostle’s 
assistants, was in his company. He travelled with him ay pe 
ms “Acias, ic. as far as Philippi, from which the passage 
across to Asia Minor was usually made. From there Timothy 
and some others went before the apostle to Troas, where they 
remained till the apostle also arrived (Acts xx. 3-6). At this 
point there is a considerable blank in Timothy’s history, since 
he is not mentioned again until the apostle’s imprisonment in 
Rome.’ He was with the apostle at that time, because Paul 
put his name also to the Epistles to the Colossians, to Phile- 
mon, and to the Philippians. This fact is at the same time a 
proof that no other of his assistants in the apostleship stood in 
such close relations with him as Timothy.—When Paul wrote 
the last epistle, he intended to send him as soon as possible to 
Philippi, in order to obtain by him exact intelligence regarding 
the circumstances of the churches there (Phil. ii. 19 ff). 

From our two Epistles to Timothy we learn also the follow- 
ing facts regarding the circumstances of his life :— 

According to 1 Tim. i. 3, Paul on a journey to Macedonia 
left him behind in Ephesus, that he might counteract the false 


1 Wieseler assumes that Timothy joined Paul again while still in Ephesus 
(1.c. pp. 57f.), but his proofs are not decisive. 

? In this it is presupposed that the two Epistles to the Colossians and to the 
Ephesians, and the Epistle to Philemon, were written im Rome, and not, as 
Meyer assumes, in Cesarea, 
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doctrine which was spreading there more and more. Perhaps 
on this occasion—if not even earlier—Timothy was solemnly 
ordained to his office by the laying on of hands on the part of 
the apostle and the presbytery. At this ordination the fairest 
hopes of him were expressed in prophetic language (comp. 
1 Tim. i. 18, iv. 14; 2 Tim. i. 6), and he made a good confes- 
sion (1 Tim. vi. 12).—Paul at that time, however, hoped soon 
to come to him again.—As to the period of Paul’s apostolic 
labours into which this falls, see § 3.—Later on, Paul was a 
prisoner in Rome. When he was expecting his death as near 
at hand, he wrote to Timothy to come to him soon, before the 
approach of winter, and to bring him Mark, together with 
certain belongings left behind in Troas (2 Tim. iv. 9, 11, 13, 
21).— Regarding this imprisonment of Paul, see § 3. 

Timothy is only once mentioned elsewhere in the N. T., and 
that is in Heb. xiii, 23. It is very improbable that the 
Timothy there mentioned is another person; and from the 
passage we learn that when the epistle was written, he was 
again freed from an imprisonment, and that its author, as soon 
as he came, wished, along with him, to visit those to whom 
the epistle was directed. 

According to the tradition of the church, Timothy was the 
first bishop of Ephesus. Chrysostom, indeed, merely says: 
OjArov, OTL exkyolay dovrrov Hv wemictedpevos 6 TipdOe0s, 4) 
kal vos odoxAnpov 76 THs’ Acias (Homil. 15, on 1 Tim); 
but Eusebius (Hist. Eccles. iii, 4), says directly: Tuud@cos 
TAS ev “Edéow trapouxias totopetrar mpa@tos thy ETLOKOT HY 
eiAngpevar. Comp. also Const. Apost. i. 7, ch. 46; Photii 
£rbl. 254.—From the First Epistle only this much is clear, 
that the apostle gave to him a right of superintending the 
church at Ephesus, similar to that which the apostles exer- 
cised over the churches. It was a position from which 
afterwards the specially episcopal office might spring, but it 
cannot be considered as identical with the latter. 

2. Titus.—Regarding the circumstances of his life, we possess 
still less information than regarding those of Timothy. He 
was also one of Paul’s assistants, and is first mentioned as 
such in Gal. ii 1, where Paul tells us that he took Titus 
with him to Jerusalem on the journey undertaken fourteen 


INTRODUCTION. hy 


years after his conversion or after his first stay in Jerusalem. 
Though Titus was of Gentile origin, Paul did not circumcise 
him, that there might be no yielding to his opponents.— 
When Paul wrote the First Epistle to the Corinthians, he 
sent Titus to Corinth, that a report might be brought to him 
of the state of matters there. Paul was disappointed in his 
hope of finding him again at Troas (2 Cor. ii. 13), but afterwards 
joined him in Macedonia (2 Cor. vii. 6). The news brought by 
Titus led him to compose the Second Epistle. With this he 
sent Titus a second time to Corinth, where he was at the same 
time to complete the collection for the poor of the church in 
Jerusalem, which he had already on a previous occasion begun 
(2 Cor, viii. 6, 16, 23)—-When Paul, from his imprisonment 
in Rome, wrote the Second Epistle to Timothy, Titus was not 
with him, but had gone to Dalmatia (2 Tim. iv. 10). On 
this point we do not possess more exact information. 

From the Epistle to Titus itself, we learn that he had 
assisted the apostle in his missionary labours in Crete, and 
had been left behind there in order to make the further 
arrangements necessary for forming a church (Tit. i. 5). By 
the epistle he is surnmoned to come to Nicopolis, where Paul 
wished to spend the winter (Tit. iii. 12).—Paul calls him his 
ywnovoy Téxvov Kata Kowny tiatw, from which it appears that 
he had been converted to Christianity by Paul. 

According to the tradition of the church, Titus was 
installed by Paul as the first bishop of Crete. Eusebius 
(Hist. Eccles, iii. 4): Typo0eos ye pi tis ev "Edéow traposxias 
ioTopeitar TpOTOS THY eTLGKOTHY ciAnyéevar’ ws Kal TiTos TOY 
él Kpyrns éxxrqowv; comp. Jerome, Catal. Script. Eccles. ; 
Theodoret on 1 Tim. iii.; Theophylact, Proem. ad Tit. ; Const. 
Apost. vii. 46. He is said to have died and been buried in 
Crete in his ninety-fourth year. 


SECTION 2,—CONTENTS OF THE PASTORAL EPISTLES. 


First Epistle to Timothy.— The epistle begins with a 
reminder that the apostle had left Timothy behind in Ephesus 
in order to counteract the heresies of certain teachers. These 
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heresies are described in detail, and the evangelic principle 
of-life is placed in opposition to them (i. 3-10) by directing 
attention to the gospel as it had been entrusted to the apostle. 
This furnishes an opportunity for expressing his thanks for 
the grace shown to him in it (11-17), to which is added an 
exhortation to Timothy to act rightly in regard to it (18—20). 
Then follow particular directions, first as to public interces- 
sions and the behaviour of the men and women in the meet- 
ings of the church (ii. 1-15), and then as to the qualities 
necessary in a bishop and a deacon (iii, 1-13). After 
briefly pointing out the essential truth of the gospel (14-16), 
the apostle goes on to speak further regarding the heretics, 
and confutes their arbitrary rules (iv. 1-6). After this we 
have further exhortations to Timothy,—first as to his behaviour 
towards the heresy (7-11), then as to his official labours 
(12-16), and lastly in reference to his attitude towards the 
individual members of the church. Under this last head are 
given more detailed instructions about widows and presbyters 
(v. 1-25), to which are added some special remarks regard- 
ing slaves (vi. 1, 2).—After another attack on the heretics 
(3-10), there follow again exhortations to Timothy to be true 
to his calling, which are interrupted by an allusion to the 
rich (11-22). 

Second Epistle to Timothy.—The epistle begins with the 
apostle’s assurance to Timothy that, full of desire to see him 
again, he remembered him always in prayer, and was con- 
vinced of his unfeigned faith G@. 3-5). This is followed by 
an exhortation to stir up the gift of the Spirit imparted to 
him, and not be ashamed of the gospel, but to be ready to 
suffer for it (6-8); his attention also is directed to the grace 
of God revealed in the gospel, and to the apostle’s example 
(9-12). Then follow further exhortations to Timothy to 
hold fast the doctrine he had received, and to preserve the 
good thing entrusted to him, the apostle also reminding him 
of the conduct of the Asiatics who had turned away from 
him, and of the fidelity of Onesiphorus (13—18).—The doctrine 
received from the apostle he is to deliver to other tried men, 
but he himself is to suffer as a good soldier of Jesus Christ, 
and to remember the Risen One; just as he, the apostle, 
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suffers for Christ’s sake, that the elect may become partakers 
of blessedness (ii. 1-13). Then follow warnings against the 
heresy, which may exercise on many a corrupting influence, 
but cannot destroy the building founded by God (14—19). 
Instructions are also given how Timothy is to conduct himself 
towards this heresy, and towards those who give themselves 
up to it (20-26). With prophetic spirit the apostle points 
next to the moral ruin which threatens to appear in the 
future in the most varied forms. He pictures the conduct of 
the heretics, and exhorts Timothy on the contrary—in faithful 
imitation of his exemplar as before—to hold fast by that 
which he knows to be the truth (iii. 1-17). In reference to 
the threatening general apostasy from the pure doctrine of 
the gospel, the apostle exhorts Timothy to perform faithfully 
the evangelic duties of his office, especially as he himself was 
already at the end of his apostolic career (iv. 1-8). Then 
follow various special commissions, items of news, greetings, 
the repeated summons to come to him soon before the approach 
of winter, and finally the Christian benediction with which 
the epistle closes. 

The Epistle to Titus——After a somewhat elaborate preface, 
Paul reminds Titus that he had left him behind in Crete for 
the purpose of ordaining presbyters in the churches there. The 
qualities are named which the presbyter ought to possess, and 
Paul points out the upholding of the pure gospel as the most 
important requisite of all, that the presbyter may be able to 
withstand the continually growing influence of the heretics. 
The mention of the heretics in Crete gives the apostle an 
opportunity of quoting a saying of Epimenides, which 
describes the character of the Cretans, while at the same 
time he sketches the heretics, with their arbitrary commands 
and their hypocritical life, and vindicates against them the 
principle of life in the gospel (i. 5-16). Then follow rules 
of conduct for the various members of the church, for old 
and young, men and women, together with an exhortation to 
Titus to show a good example in work and doctrine, and 
especially to call upon the slaves to be faithful to their 
masters. These exhortations are supported by pointing to 
the moral character of God’s grace (ii. 1-15)—Then follows 


8 THE PASTORAL EPISTLES. 


the injunction that Titus is to urge the Christians to obedi- 
ence towards the higher powers, and to a peaceful behaviour 
towards all men. The latter point is enforced by pointing to 
the undeserved grace of God which has been bestowed on 
Christians (iii, 1-7). To this are added warnings against 
heresy, and directions how Titus is to deal with a heretic 
(8-11). The epistle closes with an injunction to come to 
the apostle at Nicopoiis, some commissions, greetings, and the 
benediction. 

The First Epistle to Timothy and the Epistle to Titus are 
letters on business, both occasioned by the apostle’s desire to 
impart to his colleagues definite instructions for their work in 
Ephesus and in Crete respectively. The Epistle to Titus has 
at the same time the purpose of enjoining him, after the 
arrival of Artemas or Tychicus, to come to Paul at Nicopolis. 
—The Second Epistle to Timothy is a letter “purely personal” 
(Wiesinger), occasioned by the wish of the apostle to see him 
as soon as possible in Rome. It was written, too, for the 
purpose of encouraging him to faithfulness in his calling as a 
Christian, and particularly in his official labours. The apostle 
felt all the greater need for writing, that he perceived in his 
colleague a certain shrinking from suffering—The instructions 
in the First Epistle to Timothy refer to the meetings of the 
church, to prayer and the behaviour of the women in the 
meetings, to the qualifications of bishops and deacons, to 
widows, to the relation of slaves to their masters, but at the 
same time also to Timothy’s conduct in general as well as in 
special cases.—In the Epistle to Titus the apostle instructs 
him regarding the ordination of bishops, the conduct of 
individual members of the church, both in particular accord- 
ing to their age, sex, and position, and also in their general 
relation to the higher powers and to non-Christians. In all 
three epistles, besides the more general exhortations to faith- 
fulness in word and act, there is a conspicuous reference 
to heretics who threaten to disturb the church. The 
apostle exhorts his fellow-workers not only to hold them- 
selves free from the influence of such men, but also to 
counteract the heresy by preaching the pure doctrine of the 
gospel, and to warn the church against the temptations of 
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such heresy. He imparts also rules for proper conduct 
towards the heretics. 

The three epistles are closely related in contents, and also 
in the expression and the form in which the thoughts are 
developed. They have thus received a definite impress, which 
distinguishes them from the apostle’s other epistles. All Paul’s 
epistles contain expressions peculiar to him alone, and this is 
certainly the case with every one of these three. But there 
is also in them a not inconsiderable number of expressions 
peculiar to them all, or even to two of them, and often 
repeated in them, but occurring only seldom or not at all in 
the other epistles of the N. T. The nature of the Christian 
life is denoted specially by evoéBeva, 1 Tim. ii. 2, iii. 16, etc.; 
2 Tim. iii. 5; Tit. i. 1 (edoeBéw, 1 Tim. v. 4; edoeBas, 2 Tim. 
iii, 12; Tit. ii 12). The following virtues are specially 
extolled as Christian :—oepvorns, 1 Tim. ii. 2, iii, 4; Tit. 
ii. 7 (cepvos, 1 Tim. iii. 8, 11; Tit. ii. 2); cwppocdvn, 1 Tim. 
ii. 9,15 (codpor, 1 Tim. iii. 2; Tit. i. 8, ii 2, 5; cwppoves, 
Tit. ii, 12; codpovéw, Tit. ii. 6; cwdppoviferv, Tit. i. 4; 
codppovicpos, 2 Tim. i. 7). The same or very similar words, 
which occur seldom or nowhere else, are used to denote the 
doctrine of the gospel; eg. the word dvdacxcaria, especially in 
connection with tysawotca, 1 Tim.i. 10; 2 Tim. iv. 3; Tit. 1.9, 
i, 1. The use of tyatvw and bys in general is peculiar to 
the Pastoral Epistles: ANoyou tytatvovtes, 1 Tim. vi. 3; 2 Tim. 
i. 13; Adyos byujs, Tit. ii. 8. We may also note: 4 car 
evoéBevav Sidackaria, 1 Tim. vi. 3, and 7) aAnGeva 4 Kat’ 
edoéBeav, Tit. i. 1; 4 Kady SiSacxadla, 1 Tim. iv. 6 (Karos 
is also a word which occurs very often in all three 
epistles). Even in describing the heresy there is a great 
agreement in all three. Its substance is denoted in a more 
general way by p00, 1 Tim. i. 4; 2 Tim. iv. 4; Tit. 
i. 14; more specially by yeveadoyiat, 1 Tim. i 4; Tit. i. 9. 
Frequently it is reproached with occasioning foolish investi- 
gations (uo,at Enryces), as in 1 Tim. vi. 4; 2 Tim. i. 23; 
Tit. iii. 9. In 1 Tim. i. 6 it is on this account called pataco- 
Royla, and in accordance with this the heretics are called in 
Tit. i. 10 paravordyou. In 1 Tim. vi. 4 the blame of 
Aoyouayias is given to it, and in 2 Tim. ii, 14 there is a 
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warning against Noyopayeiv. The same reproach is contained 
in ai BéBnror Kevodwviat, which is found in 1 Tim. vi. 20, 
and 2 Tim. ii. 16.— But also in other respects there is a 
striking agreement in these epistles. Among the points of 
agreement are the formula, muctds 6 Adyos, 1 Tim. i. 15, 
iii. 1, iv. 9; 2 Tim. ii, 11; Tit. iii. 8; the word dpveopuas, 
1 Tim. v.83 2) Tim. ii, 12, 13,i. Sy Tite. 16, a) Lathe 
formula of assurance, SuapaptipecOas évérriov (tod Geod Kal 
xupiov “I. Xp.), 1 Tim. v. 21; 2 Tim. ii. 14, iv. 1; the 
figurative expression, 4 tayls tod SiaBonov, 1 Tim. iii. 7; 
2 Tim. ii. 26; the phrase, duraocew THY TapabrjKny, 1 Tim. 
vi. 20; 2 Tim. i. 12, 14; further, the words, cat’ émitayny, 
1 Tim. i 1; Tit. i. 35 deropepvnocev, 2 Tim. ii. 14; Tit. 
iii. 1; 80 Hv aitiav, 2 Tim. i. 6,12; Tit. 1.13; 9 éemipavesa 
(rod xupiov), used of the future return of Christ, 1 Tim. 
vi. 14; 2 Tim. iv. 1, 8; Tit. ii. 13; Seomdrns (instead of 
xvptos, Eph. vi. 5; Col. iii, 22), 1 Tim. vi. 1; 2 Tim. ii, 21; 
Tit. ii, 9; wapaireto@as, 1 Tim. iv. 7, v. 11; 2 Tim. i. 23; 
Tit. iii, 10; dcaBeBavotcOar mepi Tivos, 1 Tim. i. 7; Tit. 
iii. 8, ete.—Wherever in the three epistles the same subject 
is spoken of, substantially the same expressions and turns of 
expression are used, though with some modifications. Thus the 
benedictions in the inscription agree: xydpes, édeos, efprvn (Tit. 
i. 4 should, however, perhaps have the reading: ydpus Kal 
eipyvn). In reference to the redemption by Christ we have 
in 1 Tim. ii. 6: 6 Sods éavtdv aytitutpov tmép mdvrov; and 
Tit. ii. 14: ds E&wxev éautov brép judy, wa AUTPdbaNTAaL Has ; 
in reference to his office Paul says in 1 Tim. ii. 7: e@s 5 (70 
paptup.ov) étéOnv eyo KypvE Kal amoatodos .. . duddoKados 
eOvav ; and so also in 2 Tim.i. 11. The necessary qualities 
of the bishop are mentioned in the same way in 1 Tim. iii. 2 ff. 
and Tit. i 6: pds yvvarkds arp, cappav, Piro£evos, pn 
mdpouwos, mi) TAHKTHS. The general exhortations to Timothy in 
1 Tim. vi. 11 and 2 Tim. i, 22 agree with each other almost 
to the very letter. 

In the other Pauline epistles the fulness of the apostle’s 
thought struggles with the expression, and causes peculiar 
difficulties in exposition. The thoughts slide into one another, 
and are so intertwined in many forms that not seldom the 
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new thought begins before a correct expression has been 
given to the thought that preceded. Of this confusion there 
is no example in the Pastoral Epistles. Even in such passages 
as come nearest to this confused style, such as the beginning 
of the First and Second Epistles to Timothy (Tit. ii. 11 ff, 
iil. 4 ff), the connection of ideas is still, on the whole, simple. 
It is peculiar that, as De Wette has shown, the transition 
from the special to a general truth is often made suddenly— 
thus 1 Tim. i. 15, ii. 4—6, iv. 8-10; 2 Tim. i. 9 ff, ii. 11-13, 
iii, 12; Tit. ii, 11-14, iii 4-7; and that after such general 
thoughts a resting-point is often sought in an exhortation or 
instruction addressed to the receivers of the epistle, as in 
A dievliv, 611, vi. 2;°2 Tim, ii, 14, ii. 5 ; Tite iis 15, iii. 8. 


SECTION 2.—TIME AND PLACE OF THE COMPOSITION OF THE 
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1. First Epistle to Timothy.—Regarding the time of the 
composition of this epistie, different views from an early period 
have been put forward, since the indications contained in the 
epistle itself leave a difficulty in assigning to it its proper 
place in the events of the apostle’s life. According to these 
indications, Paul had been for some time with Timothy in 
Ephesus, and had travelled from there to Macedonia, leaving 
Timothy behind in Ephesus to take his place. Probably the 
epistle was written by Paul from Macedonia, to remind 
Timothy of his charge, and to give him suitable instructions ; 
for, although Paul hoped to return to Ephesus soon, still a 
delay was regarded as possible (chap. iii. 14, 15).—According 
to Acts, Paul was twice in Ephesus. The first occasion was 
on his second missionary journey from Antioch, when he was 
returning from Corinth to Antioch (Acts xviii. 19). On this 
first occasion he stayed there only a short time, as he wished 
to be in Jerusalem in time for the near-approaching festival. 
The composition cannot be assigned to that occasion, since there 
was at that time no Christian church in Ephesus, and Paul was 
not travelling to Macedonia.—On his third missionary journey 
Paul was in Ephesus a second time. This time he stayed 
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for two or three years, and then, after the riot caused by 
Demetrius, travelled to Macedonia and Greece (Acts xx. 1, 2). 
Theodoret, and after him many other expositors, assume that 
Paul wrote the epistle on this journey to Macedonia, or in 
Macedonia. But to this the following circumstances are 
opposed :—(1) According to Acts xix. 22, Paul, before his 
own departure from Ephesus, had already sent Timothy to 
Macedonia; we are not told that Timothy, after being com- 
missioned to go to Corinth (1 Cor. iv. 17), returned to 
Ephesus again before the apostle’s departure, as the apostle 
certainly had expected (according to 1 Cor. xvi. 11). (2) When 
Paul undertook that journey, he did not intend to return 
soon to Ephesus (1 Cor. xvi. 6, 7), which decidedly was 
his intention at the time of the composition of the epistle 
(1 Tim. iii, 14); and on his return journey from Greece he 
sailed from Troas past Ephesus for the express purpose of 
avoiding any stay there (Acts xx. 16). (3) According to 
2 Cor. i. 1, Timothy was in Macedonia with Paul when he 
wrote the Second Epistle to the Corinthians, and, according 
to Acts xx. 4, he accompanied the apostle on his journey from 
Corinth to Philippi. ‘Timothy therefore must also have left 
Ephesus after the apostle’s departure, although the apostle had 
charged him to remain there till his own return (1 Tim. iv. 13), 
and this we can hardly suppose to have been the case. All 
these reasons prove that the apostle’s journey from Ephesus 
to Macedonia, mentioned in Acts xx. 1, cannot be the same 
with that of which he speaks in 1 Tim. i. 3. 

Some expositors (Bertholdt, Matthies), alluding to Acts 
xx. 3-5, suppose that Timothy set out from Corinth before 
the apostle, and then went to Ephesus, where he received the 
epistle. The supposition is, however, contradicted by zropevo- 
pevos eis Maxedoviav. This objection Bertholdt can get rid of 
only by the most arbitrary combinations, Matthies only by 
most unwarrantably explaining sopevouevos to be equivalent 
to mopevdpevov. Besides, Luke’s historical narrative is against 
the whole hypothesis, unless, as Bertholdt actually does, we 
charge it with an inaccuracy which distorts the facts of the 
case—If the composition of the epistle is to be inserted 
among the incidents in the apostle’s life known to us, the 
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only hypothesis left is, that the apostle’s journey from 
Ephesus to Macedonia, which is mentioned in 1 Tim. i. 3, 
and during which Timothy was left behind by him in 
Ephesus, falls into the period of his sojourn for two or three 
years in Ephesus, but is not mentioned by Luke. This is 
the supposition of Wieseler (Chronologie des apostol. Zeitalters), 
who follows Mosheim and Schrader. It is not only admitted, 
on the whole, that the apostle may possibly have made a 
journey which Luke leaves unnoticed, but there are also 
several passages in the Epistles to the Corinthians (1 Cor. 
Sid iee2, Const 1 oxii 14, 21, xiii 1y 2); which sput>it 
beyond doubt that Paul had been in Corinth not once but 
twice before their composition, but that the second time he 
had stayed there only a short time. For this journey, of 
which Luke tells us nothing, we can find no place in the 
apostle’s history, unless during his stay at Ephesus; see 
Wieseler, /.c. pp. 232 ff. It is natural, therefore, to identify 
this journey with the one to Macedonia mentioned in 1 Tim. 
i. 3, and to suppose that the epistle was written on this 
journey from Macedonia. There are still, however, several 
considerations against this view. One is that both the church 
organization presupposed in the epistle, and the requirement 
that the éicxoros should not be veoduros, indicate that the 
church had already been some time in existence. To this 
Wieseler, indeed, replies that the journey was undertaken 
shortly before the end of the apostle’s stay in Corinth, so 
that the church had then been long enough in existence to 
justify the presupposition and the requirement. But still 
there is against this hypothesis the consideration that it 
supposes the apostle to have been in Corinth himself, shortly 
before the composition of the First Epistle to the Corinthians, 
so that he could not therefore have any sufficient occasion for 
writing to the church there. Besides, the passage in Acts 
xx, 29, 30 is against Wieseler’s view. According to the 
epistle, the heresy had already made its way into the 
church at Ephesus, but, according to that passage, Paul 
mentions the heresy as something to be expected in the 
future. Supposing even that the words é& tyuav airav do 
not refer to the church, but only to the presbyters assembled 
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at Miletus, still e¢s duds in ver. 29 must be taken to refer gene- 
rally to the Christians in Ephesus. Surely Paul, in his address 
to the presbyters, would not have passed over the presence of 
heretics in Ephesus, if he knew the church to be so much 
threatened by the danger that he thought it necessary, 
even before this, to give Timothy solemn instructions regard- 
ing it, as he does in his epistle——Further, the view implies 
that Paul had only for a short time been separated from 
Timothy, and that he must have sent him away ¢mmediately 
after his own return. But how does the whole character of 
the epistle agree with this? The instructions which Paul 
gives to Timothy indicate that the latter was to labour 
in the church for some time; and the greater the danger 
threatened it by the heresy, the more inconsistent it seems 
that Paul, after giving these instructions, should have taken 
Timothy away so soon from his labours in the church—The 
views mentioned hitherto proceed from a _ presupposed 
interpretation of 1 Tim. i. 3, viz. that Paul commissioned 
Timothy to remain in Ephesus, and that the commission was 
given when Paul departed from Ephesus to Macedonia. This 
presupposition, however, has been declared erroneous by 
several expositors, who refer wopevdpevos eis MaxedSoviav not 
to the apostle, but to Timothy. Paulus explains wpocpetvac 
as = “abide by a thing,” joins qopevdpevos eis Maxed. to va 
mapayyeiAns, and takes the latter imperatively, so that the 
sense is: “As I have exhorted thee to abide in Ephesus, and 
warn them against false doctrine, so do thou travel now to 
Macedonia, and exhort certain people there to abstain from 
false doctrine.” The opinion of Paulus is therefore that Paul 
wrote the epistle during his imprisonment at Czsarea.— 
Schneckenburger and Bottger try to help the matter by con- 
jecture, wishing both to read, instead of mpoopetvas, the 
participle mpocpeivas. The former then assumes that the 
epistle was composed at the time denoted in Acts xxi. 26; 
the latter, that it was written in Patara (Acts xxi. 1), or in 
Miletus (Acts xx. 17). These obviously are arbitrary sup- 
positions. If the journey to Macedonia, mentioned in 1 Tim. 
i. 3, is not to be understood as one made by the apostle, but 
as made by Timothy, then it is much more natural to 
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suppose with Otto that this is the journey of Timothy which 
is mentioned in Acts xix. 22, and that Paul wrote the epistle 
in Ephesus. This is the view which Otto has sought to 
establish in the first book of his work of research, Dée 
geschichilichen Verhilinisse der Pastoralbriefe. But. this, too, 
is wrecked on the right explanation of 1 Tim. i. 3, which 
refers sropevopevos eis Max. to the subject contained in 
mapekadeoa ; see on this point the exposition of the passage. 

The Epistle to Titus.— The following are the historical 
circumstances to which this epistle itself points. After Paul 
had laboured in Crete, he left Titus behind there. Then he 
wrote to the latter this epistle, instructing him, so soon as 
Artemas and Tychicus had been sent to him, to come with 
all haste to Nicopolis, where the apostle had resolved to pass 
the winter—The epistle, indeed, contains nothing definite 
regarding the first beginning of Christianity in Crete, nothing 
regarding the duration and extent of the apostle’s labours 
there, nothing regarding the length of time which intervened 
between the apostle’s departure from Crete and the composi- 
tion of the epistle ; but it is probable that when Paul came 
to Crete he found Christianity already existing there, and 
that he himself remained there only a short time; for on the 
one hand there were already Christian churches there in the 
chief places, at least in several towns of the island, at the 
time of composing the epistle, while on the other hand they 
were still unorganized. It is probable that the epistle was 
written by Paul not long after his departure, for it is not to 
be supposed that Paul would leave his substitute in the 
apostleship long without written instructions. It is probable 
also that Paul gave Titus these instructions some time before 
the beginning of winter, for it would have been meaningless 
to give instructions, unless Paul intended Titus to labour in 
Crete for some considerable time. 

If we set out with the presupposition that the composition 
of the epistle is to be placed in that period of the Apostle 
Paul’s life which is described in Acts, we may thus state 
more definitely the question regarding the apostle’s stay in 
Crete, and the composition of the epistle. Did both take 
place before, or after, or during the two or three years’ stay 
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in Ephesus (Acts xix.) ? Each of these suppositions has its 
supporters among expositors and critics. Those who place 
the two events in the period before the stay at Ephesus, 
assume as a fixed date ether the time during which Paul 
was first in Corinth (Acts xviii. 1-18) (Michaelis), or the time 
during which he was travelling from Corinth to Ephesus 
(Acts xviii. 18, 19) (Hug, Hemsen), 07, lastly, the time after 
he had passed through Galatia and Phrygia in the beginning 
of his third missionary journey, and before he went from 
there to Ephesus (Acts xviii. 23) (Credner, Neudecker). 
To all these views alike, however, there is this objection, 
that Apollos could not be the apostle’s assistant before the 
(second) arrival in Corinth (Acts xviii. 24—xix. 1), whereas 
he. is so named in this epistle. We would then have to 
suppose that another Apollos was meant here—which would 
be altogether arbitrary. There are, besides, special objections 
to these three views. Against the jirst, according to which 
Paul had made the journey from Corinth to Crete, and from 
there to Nicopolis in Epirus (iil. 12), and had then returned 
to Corinth, it may be urged that the apostle’s second stay 
in Corinth, alluded to in 1 Cor. xvi. 7, 2 Cor. ii. 1, etc., did 
not take place then, but later. Against the second, we might 
object not only that the journey from Corinth to Jerusalem 
was undertaken with some haste, so as to leave no room for 
labours in Crete, but also that it takes Nicopolis to be the 
town in Cilicia, without giving any reason why Paul should 
pass the winter there and not in Antioch. As to the third 
view, which is, that Paul for this third missionary journey 
had chosen Ephesus mainly as his goal (Acts xviii. 21), and 
that his labours, therefore, on the journey thither consisted 
only in confirming those who already believed (Acts xviii. 23: 
emioTnpitwyv mavtas Tovs palntds), how are we to reconcile 
with it the facts that Paul, instead of going at once to Ephesus 
from Phrygia, went to Crete and Corinth, that he there 
resolved to pass the winter in Nicopolis (by which Credner 
in his Hinl. in d. N. T. understands the town in Cilicia), and 
that then only did he go to Ephesus ?—There is still less 
justification for the opinion of some expositors, that Paul 
travelled to Crete at the date defined by Acts xv. 41, and 
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wrote the epistle later during his two or three years’ stay in 
Ephesus. The former part of this is contradicted by the 
route (comp. xv. 41 and xvi. 1) furnished by the apostle 
himself; the latter, by the circumstance that almost the 
whole of the apostle’s second, and a ‘part of his third, 
missionary journey lay between the beginning of Titus’ in- 
dependent labours in Crete and the despatch of the epistle 
to him. 

The second supposition is, that both events are to be placed 
in the time after the apostle’s stay at Ephesus, 7c. in the 
period mentioned in Acts xx. 1-3. Its representatives, as 
before, differ as to the details. Some suppose that Paul, on 
the journey from Ephesus to Greece, went from Macedonia (vv. 
1, 2) to Crete ; others, that he undertook this journey during 
his three months’ stay in Greece (ver. 3). According to the- 
former opinion, we should have to suppose that Titus, after- 
completing his second mission to Corinth, returned again to 
the apostle in Macedonia; that Paul then made the journey 
with him to Crete, and from there returned to Macedonia 
alone; that he then wrote the epistle from Macedonia, and 
afterwards went to Corinth. In this way, therefore, Paul 
after composing the Second Epistle to the Corinthians would 
have twice journeyed past Greece, whereas it must have been 
of great importance to him, after the last news he had received’ 
from Corinth, not to put off his journey thither.—The latter 
opinion, supported particularly by Matthies, refutes. itself, in 
so far as the three months which Paul spent in Hellas were 
winter months, in which travelling to and fro to Crete was 
hardly possible. Besides, it was when Paul returned from 
Crete that he formed his plan of passing the winter at 
Nicopolis. He then informed Titus of it, with the remark 
that he was to come to him in that place, after he had first 
waited for the arrival of Artemas or Tychicus. Wiesinger is 
right in saying: “ Unless we exercise ingenuity, we must take 
the xéxpixa trapayesmdoas (chap. iii. 12) to have been written 
before the approach of winter.” 

The third supposition is, that Paul undertook the journey 
to Crete from Ephesus before his departure to Macedonia, 
and also wrote the Epistle to Titus from there. Wieseler 
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defends it with great acuteness. It puts the case in this 
way. After Paul had stayed over two years in Ephesus, he 
made by way of Macedonia (1 Tim. i. 3) a journey (the 
second, not mentioned in Acts) to Corinth. On this journey, 
which was but short, he was accompanied by Titus, who also 
went with him to Crete. On departing from Crete, he left 
Titus behind there, returned to Ephesus, and from Ephesus 
wrote the Epistle to Titus. Then he sent Timothy to 
Macedonia, instructing him to go to Corinth, and wrote 
afterwards our First Epistle to the Corinthians. He next 
sent Tychicus and Artemas to Crete, and bade Titus return to 
him. Titus was sent afterwards to Corinth. Paul went on 
the journey to Macedonia, hoping to meet Titus at Troas. 
They did not meet, however, at Troas, but in Macedonia, when 
Titus was a second time sent away to Corinth. After the 
apostle had written our Second Epistle to the Corinthians, 
he went through Macedonia to Nicopolis in Epirus, where he 
spent the first months of winter, going afterwards to Corinth. 
——However well all this seems to go together, there are still 
the following reasons against the hypothesis :—(1) If Paul made 
the second journey to Corinth at the time here mentioned, he 
can have employed only a short time in it. How, then, can 
we conceive that he used this short time for missionary labours 
in Crete? (2) Paul wrote to Titus that he was to remain in 
Crete till Tychicus and Artemas were sent to him, and that 
then he was to come to Nicopolis. This hypothesis would 
make out that he had changed his mind, for according to it 
he bade Titus come to him at Zphesus. Besides, we cannot 
think that, just after he had assigned to Titus an important 
task in Crete, he should take him so quickly away from it again. 
(3) It is improbable also that Paul should have chosen for 
his winter residence a town in which he had not been before, 
and where, therefore, he could not know how he would be 
received. His resolution seems rather to presuppose that he 
had laboured before in Nicopolis.’ (4) In 1 Cor. xvi. 6 Paul 


* Otto objects to this, that Paul might very well spend a winter in a town in 
which he had not before preached ; but that is not the point. The point is 
that Paul should have formed a resolution to remain for the winter in a town, 
even before he knew whether his preaching would be received there or not. 
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writes to the Corinthians: mpos tyas Sé tuydy mapapevd, 
}) Kai Tapayeyudow. According to Wieseler, this mpos ipas 
is not to be referred to the Corinthians alone, but generally 
to the Christians in Achaia, to whom (according to i. 2) the 
epistle is addressed. As Nicopolis in Epirus, on the 
authority of Tacitus," was counted as belonging to Achaia, 
Wieseler is of opinion that by spending the winter in 
Nicopolis the apostle kept the promise given in that passage. 
But although the epistle was not directed merely to the 
church in Corinth, it has a special reference to that church, 
so that its readers could surely understand the words only 
of an intended stay in Corinth, and not in a place so far 
distant from Corinth. Paul could not possibly be thinking 
then of Nicopolis, as is obvious from the fact that at that 
time, as Wieseler himself maintains, he had not been there ; 
he did not preach the gospel in Nicopolis till later. Paul, 
however, in the epistle regarded his readers as Christians 
only, not as those who were afterwards to be converted to 
Christianity. Lastly, although Augustus extended the name 
of Achaia to Epirus, it does not follow that in common life 
Nicopolis was considered to be in Achaia. It should be 
added, too, that Paul, in Wieseler’s representation, had not at 
all fulfilled the promise given in Tit. iii. 13, for he supposes 
that the apostle remained in Nicopolis only two months of 
winter, and therefore went to Corinth in the middle of winter. 
—tThere may be, too, some accessory circumstances which are 
favourable to Wieseler’s view, and give it an air of pro- 
bability ; such circumstances as the following :—that Apollos 
was along with Paul in Ephesus (1 Cor. xvi. 12; Tit. iii. 13); 
that Tychicus as an Asiatic (Acts xx. 4) probably became 
acquainted with Paul in Ephesus, and that the mention of 
him in Tit. ui. 13 agrees with the composition of the epistle 


1 Tacitus, Ann, ii. 53: ‘‘Sed eum honorem Germanicus iniit apud urbem 
Achajae Nicopolim.” Pliny also, Nat. Hist. iv. 2, assigns Nicopolis to 
Acarnania, while Strabo, xvii. p. 840, describes, according to the arrangement of 
the Emperor Augustus, the province in these words : ‘EB2sunv 9 ?Ayalay weap 
O:rrualas xa) Airwroy xad * Axcepycvay nal TiVMY "Hereparizwy yay, dou rH Maxedovig 
xpoooporo.”  (Wieseler, l.c. p, 353.) In opposition to Wieseler’s assertion, Otto 
(pp. 362-366) secks to prove that Nicopolis itself was not counted in Achaia, 
but only the suburb of the town situated on the Acarnanian side. 
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in Ephesus; that by the two brothers who accompanied 
Titus to Corinth we may understand Tychicus and Trophimus 
—make the theory probable, but cannot completely establish 
its correctness. Like Wieseler, Reuss (Gesch. d. heal. Schriften 
d, N. T., 2d ed. 1853, § 87, pp. 73 f.) connects the apostle’s 
journey to Crete with his second (see Meyer on 2 Cor., Introd. 
§ 2, Rem.) journey to Corinth during the three years’ stay at 
Ephesus; but he differs from Wieseler in supposing that 
Paul journeyed first to Crete and then to Corinth, that from 
the latter place he wrote the epistle, that he then went 
farther to the north to Illyricum, where trace of him is lost, 
and returned to Ephesus towards the end of winter. To all 
this we must say that not only is it inconceivable that Paul 
should have interrupted his three years’ stay by various 
missionary journeys, occupying so much time, and to districts 
so remote, but also that Acts xx. 31 contradicts such a 
theory. Otto, too, refutes the theory of the apostle’s journey 
to Crete, and the composition of the epistle during the three 
years’ stay at Ephesus. In his opinion, Paul made from 
Ephesus an excursion to Crete——not mentioned in Acts by 
Luke, —and on that occasion visited Corinth év mapdd@ 
Gl Cor fxvi. 71322 -Coreiinly iy 145/21), xiii, 92), hentia 
Ephesus, after he had written the lost epistle to the Corin- 
thians (1 Cor. v. 9), he addressed a letter to Titus whom he 
had left in Crete-—The passages quoted put it beyond doubt 
that Paul from Ephesus made a visit to Corinth év trapod@ 
before composing what is called his First Epistle to the 
Corinthians. Not only, however, is there no indication that 
Crete was at that time the goal of his journey, but it is also 
improbable. The theory makes the journey in any case a 
short one, and Paul could not well choose for its goal a 
country in which he could not beforehand determine the 
length of his stay, as he had not been there before. Otto 
recognises fully the objections arising from the contents of 
the epistle, which are against placing the date of composi- 
tion in the three years’ stay; but he thinks to overcome 
them by supposing that the dates in it rest on a plan of the 
journey, afterwards altered by the apostle. It is certainly 
clear from 2 Cor. i, 15, 16, 23, that Paul, on account of 
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circumstances in Corinth, did indeed alter the plan of the 
journey he had previously formed; but that he ever intended 
to go to Nicopolis in order to spend the winter there, is a 
fiction contradicted by what he says himself in the passages 
quoted. According to these, his original plan was to come 
from Ephesus direct to Corinth, to pass from there to 
Macedonia, and to return from Macedonia to Corinth again 
in order to set out for Judea. There is no trace in the 
apostle’s plans of a journey to Epirus and a winter residence 
in Nicopolis. The latter he could not even think of, for the 
reason quoted above. 

2. Second Epistle to Timothy.—The historical circumstances 
alluded to in the epistle prove that it was written by the apostle 
in imprisonment in Rome ; comp. i. 8, 12, 16, 17, etc.—This 
imprisonment has been held to be the same as that mentioned 
by Luke in the Acts, and a different date has therefore been 
assigned to the composition of the epistle. Wieseler, following 
Hemsen, Kling, and others, supposes that the epistle belongs 
to the time following the dveréa, mentioned in Acts xxviii. 30, 
and was therefore composed after the Epistle to the Philippians. 
He rests his supposition on two grounds—(1) That while in 
his Epistle to the Philippians the apostle was still able to 
cherish the hope of being soon set free, in this epistle he 
expresses definite anticipations of death. (2) That in Phil. 1. 
19-24 the apostle expresses his intention of sending Timothy 
to Philippi, and that at the time of composing this epistle 
Timothy was actually in those regions, viz. at Ephesus. Against 
this second ground Otto rightly maintains that “Timothy 
would not have served the apostle as a child his father,” if 
after being expected to bring (Phil. ii. 19) comfort to the 
imprisoned apostle by the news from Philippi, he did not 
return at once to Rome, but proceeded instead to Ephesus, 
and there remained till the apostle “by a solemn apostolic 
message compelled him to return.” Besides, Otto insists 
that, as Wieseler’s interpretation of 2 Tim. iv. 16 is that “ the 
apostle is telling Timothy of his first drodoyia,” the latter 
according to this was sent away lefore the first judicial 
hearing, 7. before he could know how the case would end; 
whereas according to Phil. ii. 23, 24, “he makes the despatch 
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of Timothy depend on his expectation of a favourable con- 
clusion of the trial.’—On these grounds Otto rejects Wieseler’s 
hypothesis, but at the same time he himself—agreeing with 
Schrader, Matthies, and others—supposes that the epistle 
was written in the beginning of the dceréa mentioned, and 
therefore before the composition of the Epistle to the Philip- 
pians. But, as Wieseler and Wiesinger rightly observe, “ the 
whole position of the apostle as represented in the epistle” 
is against this view. According to the apostle’s utterances 
in the Epistle to the Philippians, he was uncertain about the 
fate hanging over him, but circumstances had so shaped 
themselves that the expectation of being freed from imprison- 
ment decidedly prevailed with him, and hence he wrote: 
meTrolla év Kupio, Ott . . . Taxyéws erevoopar. In this 
epistle there is no trace of any such expectation. The 
apostle rather sees his end close approaching, chap. iv. 6-8 ; 
and although in the first amodoyia he had been rescued, 
as he says, é« orduatos AéovTos, and now expresses the 
hope that the Lord would rescue him dmo ravtis épyov 
movnpov, he is thinking not of a release from imprisonment, 
but of a rescue efs tv Bacirelav adtod THY érroupavioy. 
Otto indeed maintains that the apostle’s expressions in chap. 
iv. 6—8 do not refer to the end of his life, but to the end 
appointed to him of his missionary labours in the apostle- 
ship, and that in the Second Epistle to Timothy there is 
no trace whatever of anticipations or expectations of death; 
but this assertion is based on an exposition which, however 
acute, is anything but tenable. See on this the commentary 
on the passages in question.—Besides, several of the special 
notices made by the apostle weigh against the composition 
of the epistle during the imprisonment mentioned by Luke. 
Of special weight are the remarks regarding Erastus and 
Trophimus. Of the former Paul says that he remained in 
Corinth; of the latter, that he was left behind in Miletus 
sick, This presupposes a journey made by the apostle to 
Rome by way of Corinth and Miletus. But on the voyage 
which Paul made from Caesarea to Rome as a prisoner, he 
did not touch at these places. Hence we cannot but suppose 
that the reference in both cases is to the apostle’s previous 
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journey to Jerusalem; but against this there is the incon- 
ceivability of his still mentioning those circumstances after a 
lapse of several years. Besides, according to Acts xxi. 29, 
Trophimus was with the apostle in Jerusalem. Wieseler 
can only get over this by the following artificial combination : 
“The ship in which Paul as a prisoner embarked at Caesarea 
in order to be brought to Rome, went to Adramyttium in 
the neighbourhood of Troas. With it Paul went 'as far as 
Myra in Lycia. There he embarked in another ship which 
sailed direct for Italy. Trophimus accompanied the apostle 
to Myra; there he stayed behind on account of his illness, 
in order to go on with the ship from Adramyttium as far 
as Miletus, which was probably his place of residence, and 
where he wished to stay.” This arrangement, artificial to 
begin with, is contradicted by the apostle’s expression in 
chap. iv. 20. Besides, all this could not but have been long 
known to Timothy, who was with Paul in the interval, known 
all the more if, as Wieseler thinks, the apostle had intended 
to take Trophimus with him to Rome as a witness against 
his Jewish accusers. It is an unsatisfactory device to 
maintain that the emphasis is laid on Tpddimov dé and on 
aoGevobvra, and that Paul by this remark wished to remind 
Timothy only of the feeble health of Trophimus, which might 
even prevent him from coming to Rome. ‘The sentence has 
anything but the form of such a reminder.—Otto attacks the 
point in a different way, by questioning the presence of 
Trophimus in Jerusalem at the time when the apostle was 
put in prison. He asserts that jjoav mpoewpaxores in Acts 
xxi. 29 must be referred to the apostle’s presence in Jeru- 
salem four years previously, since according to Acts xx. 4 
Trophimus accompanied the apostle on his return from his 
third missionary journey only into Asia and no farther. 
Against this, however, it is to be noted that the apostle’s 
companions there named did really go farther, as is plain 
from Acts xxi. 12; for by the mets Luke cannot have meant 
himself alone, but himself and the companions who had 
accompanied the apostle on his journey to Macedonia. “Axpe 
trs Acias in Acts xx. 4 simply means that these companions 
of the apostle remained with him till he had come to the 
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place where the passage across to Asia was made. There they 
left him, crossing over to Troas without him; but later on, 
Paul again came to them here, and then they continued their 
journey in company. No hint is given by Luke that they 
remained at Miletus after the apostle’s departure. There is 
therefore no ground for assuming that Trophimus was not 
in Jerusalem when the apostle was put in prison. Rather 
the opposite. It is inconceivable that the Asiatic Jews should 
after so long a time have used a suspicion formed four years 
before as a ground of complaint against the apostle. We do 
not see why they should not have brought it forward when 
it was formed. Besides, according to Otto’s hypothesis, these 
same Asiatic Jews must be regarded as having been present 
in Jerusalem on both occasions.—In regard to the mention 
of Erastus, Wieseler is of opinion that he too was important 
to the apostle as a witness, and that the apostle had sum- 
moned him to Rome either through Timothy himself or 
through Onesiphorus, but that he stayed on nevertheless 
at Corinth, and that this is what Paul now communicates 
to Timothy. But there is nowhere the slightest trace of 
such a summons. Further, the order in which ver. 20 
occurs, by no means makes it probable that it referred to 
judicial matters. Something was said of these in vv. 16 
and 17, and these verses could not but have been connected 
with ver. 20 if the reference in them had been the same; 
they are, however, separated from it by the greetings in ver. 
19. On the other hand, they are immediately attached to 
the apostle’s summons to Timothy to come to him spo 
xeysovos. It is more than probable that vv. 20 and 21 
stand in a similar relation to each other as do vy. 9 and 
10. In the latter, Timothy knew that Demas, Crescens, and 
Titus were with Paul in Rome, and so Paul announces that 
they had left him; in the former, Timothy was in the belief 
that Erastus and Trophimus had accompanied Paul to Rome, 
and so Paul now announces that this was not the case. In 
this way everything stands in a simple, natural connection.— 
Otto’s explanation, too, is unsatisfactory. According to Acts 
xix. 22, Paul during his stay in Ephesus sent Erastus along 
with Timothy to Macedonia. Otto now supposes that both 
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were to make this journey by way of Corinth, and there 
await the apostle. But afterwards Paul changed the plan 
of his journey ; he himself proceeding to Macedonia without 
touching at Corinth, and sending for Timothy to come thither, 
while Erastus remained at that time in Corinth, to which 
fact allusion is now made. in "Epactos euewev év KopivO. 
This, however, is inconceivable. If the case were as Otto 
thinks, Timothy himself could not but know very well that 
Erastus, with whom he had made the journey to Corinth, had 
been left behind in Corinth. And what purpose was the 
allusion to serve, since the stay of Erastus in Corinth some 
years before could in no way furnish a reason for his not 
being with Paul in Rome after the lapse of these years ?— 
Further, if we suppose that the epistle was composed during 
the apostle’s imprisonment in Rome, which is known to us, 
the charge given to Timothy in chap. iv. 13 is very strange. 
According to Otto, Paul left behind the articles here men- 
tioned when he set out from Troas, as 1s mentioned in Acts 
xx. 13, because they were a hindrance to his journeying 
on foot, and he intended to return into those parts later. 
But according to Acts xx. 22—25, the apostle at that time 
cherished no such intention; and if those articles were a 
hindrance to his journeying on foot, his companions might 
have taken them on board ship.—Finally, it is worth noting 
that in the epistle no mention whatever is made of Aris- 
tarchus, who had accompanied the apostle to Rome. Otto tries 
to explain this by saying that Paul had only to mention his 
actual fellow-labourers in the gospel, and that Aristarchus was 
not one of these, but simply looked after the apostle’s bodily 
maintenance. This, however, is one of Otto’s many assertions, 
which are only too deficient in actual as well as apparent 
foundation. The result of unbiassed investigation is that the 
imprisonment of the Apostle Paul in Rome, during which he 
wrote the Second Epistle to Timothy, is not the imprisonment 
mentioned by Luke, during which he wrote the Epistle to 
the Philippians, to the Ephesians, and to Philemon. 


ReMARK.—Otto has attempted, not only to weaken the 
strength of the arguments against the composition of the epistle 
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during that imprisonment, but also to give some as positive 
proofs that the epistle could have been written only at that 
time. One such argument is that, if the epistle is to belong to 
a second imprisonment of the apostle in Rome, the situation of 
the apostle during it must have been the same as during the 
first imprisonment. He argues that this is altogether incredible, 
since the apostle’s favourable situation during the former had 
its ground only in an éveog quite unusual and produced by 
peculiar circumstances, an éveo1s which was much more consider- 
able than that granted to him in Caesarea. The latter consisted 
only in this, that it was permitted to him to be attended by his 
own followers—whether kinsmen or servants; it was not per- 
mitted to have personal intercourse with his helpers in the 
apostleship, as was granted to him in Rome. This assertion 
rests, however, on an unjustifiable interpretation of the passage 
in Acts xxiv. 23, where Otto leaves the concluding words: % 
xpocepyeolas airgi, altogether out of consideration. Certainly the 
apostle’s custodia militaris in Rome had a mild form; but there 
is no proof that it may not have been so during his second im- 
prisonment,all the less that its occasion and special circumstances 
are wholly unknown to us. Otto further asserts that about 
63 there prevailed at the imperial court, through the influence 
of Poppaea, a feeling favourable to the Jews, that this feeling 
caused the apostle’s confinement to be made more severe after 
lasting two years, and that this is even clearly indicated by Luke 
in the word dzwatrws, Acts xxviii. 31. But Otto himself makes 
this friendly disposition to the Jews active even in 61: how 
then is it credible that not till 63 had it any influence in agera- 
vating the apostle’s situation? The assertion is erroneous that 
Luke’s d&xwartrws indicates any such thing—lIf it were the case 
that Nero was influenced by Poppaea’s favourable inclination to 
the Jews to cast the blame of the fire in 64 on the Christians, 
it does not follow from this that Paul was not set free in the 
spring of 63, though this favourable disposition of the court 
towards the Jews might explain his condemnation in 64 after a 
brief imprisonment.—Wieseler thinks that “the chief judicial 
process against Paul and his zpurn droroyia before the emperor 
and his council took place only after the two first years of his 
imprisonment in Rome ;” against which Otto maintains that by 
the rparn avoroyia in 2 Tim. iv. 16 we are to understand the 
process before Festus, mentioned in Acts xxv. 6-12. If Otto 
were right in this assertion, the Second Epistle to Timothy must 
have been written during the first imprisonment at Rome. But 
in order to confirm this assertion, Otto sees himself compelled 
not only to give an unwarrantable interpretation of the expres-' 
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sions in 2 Tim. iv. 16,17 (see on this the exposition of the 
passage), but also to assume that Acts xxiv. 1-21 mentions only 
the preliminary process—the nominis delatio, not the actio. For 
the proof of this, Otto appeals to the use of azexpidn re 6 Madarog 
instead of dreroyqouro in Acts xxiv. 10. This, however, mani- 
festly proves nothing, since Paul himself distinctly called his 
speech an droroyia (ver. 10: 5d aepi tuavrod d&roroyodua). The 
whole process before Felix wears so decidedly, from beginning to 
end, the character of the acto, that it cannot in any sense be 
considered simply a nominis delatio. Otto, too, falls into con- 
tradiction with himself by saying elsewhere that the nominis 
delatio took place in Jerusalem when Festus went there after 
entering on his office—In defence of his opinion that the 
epistle was written in the beginning of the first Roman 
imprisonment, Otto appeals further to the peculiarities which 
are already apparent in the first seven verses, and insists that 
these peculiarities can only be explained from the circumstances 
of that period of the apostle’s life. As peculiarities of this 
nature, Otto mentions: (1) The emphasis laid on holding fast by 
the promise and faith of the fathers, both on the part of the 
apostle and on that of Timothy; (2) The apostle’s allusion to 
the earliest circumstances of Timothy’s life and ministry; (3) 
Timothy’s irresolution in regard to ministering as a missionary ; 
and (4) the repeated mention and discussion of imprisonment 
on the apostle’s part. Taking up these points in succession, 
we may note the following :—(1) Not only at the time indicated, 
but from the very beginning of his apostolic labours, the apostle 
“had to consider, regarding the gospel, whether it was compatible 
with the faith inherited from the fathers, or involved a depart- 
ure therefrom.” It would be strange if the apostle had first 
been led to such consideration by the accusations of the Jews 
before Felix and Festus. (2) It is quite natural that the apostle 
should make less mention of the circumstances of Timothy’s 
previous life and ministry in the First Epistle than in the Second. 
The former is more official in character, the latter more personal. 
If that allusion to Timothy’s earliest circumstances is to be 
inexplicable after Timothy had already given proof of himself 
in the apostle’s imprisonment in Rome, then it must be quite 
as inexplicable that Paul, in the beginning of his imprisonment, 
says not a syllable to Timothy to remind him of the fidelity 
which he had shown to the apostle on his third missionary 
journey. (3) The Second Epistle does, indeed, presuppose that 
Timothy had slackened in his zeal to labour and suffer for the 
gospel; but this might have happened later quite as much as 
earlier. Besides, the decline of zeal was not to such an extent 
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as Otto in exaggeration says, “that he had almost abandoned 
his office through anxiety and timidity.” (4) In the other 
epistles, written during his imprisonment, the apostle makes 
mention of it not less thanin this. There is, however, no reason 
for saying that in this one he designedly explains the signifi- 
cance of his imprisonment in a way which suits only the 
beginning of the imprisonment in Rome. 


From the survey we have made, it is clear that the com- 
position of all three epistles does not fall into that period of 
Paul’s life described in Acts, and that there is nothing in the 
same period to account for their origin. In spite of these 
opposing difficulties, it might be held as not absolutely 
impossible that one or other of them was written some time 
during that period; but there are two considerations of special 
weight against this—(1) There is the same difficulty with all 
three in finding a place in the period specified for the epistle, 
and in each case combinations more or less improbable, and of 
a very ingenious nature, have to be used. (2) Zhe very events 
and circumstances in the life of the apostle which are pre- 
supposed in these epistles must be regarded as omitted in Acts, 
which is not the case to the same extent with any other of 
the Pauline Epistles. And even apart from all this, there are 
other weighty reasons against assigning their composition to 
that period—reasons contained in the structure of the epistles 
themselves. As to their contents, there runs alike through 
the three Epistles, as before remarked, a polemic against 
certain heretics. These heretics are of quite another kind 
than those with whom Paul has to do in the Epistles to 
the Galatians and to the Romans. They are similar to those 
against whom he contended in the Epistle to the Colossians 
—heretics, of such a nature as could only have arisen at a 
later time, and whose appearance in the church is indicated 
as something future in Paul’s address to the Ephesian pres- 
byters at Miletus. Christianity must have already become 
an aggressive power, before such a mixture of Christian with 
heathen - Jewish speculation could be formed as we find in 
these heretics——Then as to the form of the epistles, zc. the 
diction peculiar to them, it has manifestly another colour- 
ing than in the other Pauline Epistles, so much so that we 
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cannot explain the difference from the fact “that these epistles 
were written to the apostle’s pupils and assistants, the others 
to churches and members of churches” (Otto). It is incon- 
ceivable that the First Epistle to Timothy and the Epistle to 
Titus should have been written almost at the same time with 
the First Epistle to the Corinthians, in the period between the 
composition of the Epistle to the Galatians and that of the 
Epistle to the Romans; and it is equally inconceivable that the 
Second Epistle to Timothy should have been written at a time 
so much later than those two with which it stands in every 
way so closely connected. The hypothesis brings together 
things different in kind, and sunders those that are like one 
another. 


ReMARK. — Otto’s attempt to prove the close relationship 
between the First Epistle to Timothy and the First Epistle 
to the Corinthians—both of which he refers to the same church 
and assigns to the same period—must be considered entirely 
unsuccessful. The contrasts of the epistles compel Otto him- 
self to take some precautions in order to blunt the edge of 
certain objections to his assertion. His precautionary remarks 
are—(1) That the image of the condition of the Corinthian 
church, which was in his mind when writing the Epistle to 
Timothy, had become different when he wrote the First 
Epistle to the Corinthians; and (2) that the apostle “had to 
write in one fashion to the church, and in another fashion to 
his deputies.” There are, indeed, in the epistles some points 
of agreement, which, however, may be satisfactorily explained 
by their common authorship; in both, attention is directed to 
heretics, and both refer more specially to the inner cir- 
cumstances of the church than the apostle’s other epistles. 
Otto has only succeeded in making it probable that the heretics 
in the two epistles were the same. He arbitrarily constructs 
for himself, out of the apostle’s theses in the Epistles to the 
Corinthians, an image of the antitheses of the heretics, and 
unjustifiably refers to the latter trains of thought which are 
quite unsuitable. Nevertheless, he has not succeeded in 
proving that the heresy spoken of in the Pastoral Epistles, 
the nature of which may be gathered from the expressions: 
pido, yevearoyias, etc., was also the doctrine of the heretics in 
Corinth. 


The result of an unbiassed investigation is—(1) That all 
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three epistles belong to one and the same period of the 
apostle’s life, and (2) that this period does not fall into that 
portion of the apostle’s life with which we are more closely 
acquainted through Acts and the other Pauline Epistles. 
Their composition must accordingly belong to a later time 
in the apostle’s life; and this is possible only if Paul was 
released from the imprisonment at Rome mentioned by Luke, 
and was afterwards a second time imprisoned there. 

The narrative in Acts cannot be used to disprove the 
historical truth of such a release and renewed imprisonment 
on the apostle’s part,’ since, so far as it is concerned, the 
apostle’s martyrdom at the close of the imprisonment there 
described is as much an hypothesis as the release. It 
depends on the notices of the elder Fathers. In this respect, 
however, we must not overlook the fact that in general their 
communications regarding the apostle are only scanty. In 
their writings they are not so much concerned for historical 
truth as for exhortation and dogma; their writings serve the 
present, and cast only an occasional glance on the facts of the 
past. Hence we are not surprised that they give but little 
information regarding the events of Paul’s life, and that little 
only by allusions.— The first clear and distinct notice of 
Paul’s release from the imprisonment mentioned by Luke is 
found in Eusebius (Hist. Eccles. ii. 22): rote peév (ic. after the 
lapse of the two years, Acts xxvill. 30) ody dmoXoynodmevov 
adbus érl Thy ToD KnpbypaTos Siaxoviay NOyos Eyer oTEiNac Oat 
Tov amooToNon, SevTepoy & ériBavTa TH avTH TorEL TO KAT’ 
avtov (ie. Nero) terevwO Hvar peaptupie’ év @ Secpois eyOjLev05 
Thy mpos Tipodeov Sevtepay émiatonjy cuvTdtter, ood 
ONLAVOV TV TE TPOTEPAY AUTO yevouevnv aroNoylay Kat 
Ti Tapatrodas Tedeiwow. This testimony of Eusebius has, 
however, not been left unquestioned. It has been declared 
invalid, (1) because Eusebius himself does not appeal to 
reliable authorities, but only to tradition (Adyos); and (2) 
because his conviction of the accuracy of this tradition rests 
only on the Second Epistle to Timothy itself, and particularly 

7 Otto came forward in 1860 as a decided opponent of this conjecture, and in 


the same year there appeared in its defence the work, Saint Paul; sa double 
captivité @ Rome, étude historique, par L. Ruffet. 
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on his explanation of 2 Tim. iv. 16,17. But, on the other 
hand, it is to be observed that the formula Adyos éye 
(for which there also occur the expressions: Aoyos Katéyet, 
Taperypapev, totopeltas, &yvapev, euavOdvomer,  Tapadocts 
meptéxet) does not, in the mouth of Eusebius, quite mean 
“as the story goes” (Otto), but is used by him when he 
wishes to quote tradition as such, without intending’ to 
mark it as erroneous. Hence his testimony proves this, if 
nothing more, that in his time the opinion prevailed that 
Paul was released again from that imprisonment. Then it is 
to be noted that Eusebius does indeed explain the quoted 
passage incorrectly, by understanding the words: éppvc@nv éx 
aTomatos AéovTos, of the release from the first imprisonment, 
but that this incorrect explanation arose from his conviction 
agreeing with the tradition, and not the tradition from the 
explanation, as Rudow thinks (in his prize treatise, De argu- 
mentis histor., quibus . .. epistolarum pastoral. origo Paulina 
impugnata est, Gottingen 1852): in illam sententiam adduc- 
tus est interpretatione falsa ... verborum éppdc@nv «.7.X., 
quae quum ad Neronem referret, putavit, apostolum jam 
semel saevo . . . Neronis judicio evasisse.— Though it may 
seem strange that Eusebius quotes no definite testimony from 
an older writer in support of the correctness of the tradition, 
still this proves nothing against it, all the less that he 
mentions no testimony which contradicts it. or the truth 
of that tradition some earlier documents seem also to speak. 
In the first place, the passage in Clemens Rom., 1 Hpist. ad 
Corinth. chap. v. The Codex Alex. is the only ms. of it 
preserved,” and its text, as amended by the conjectures of the 
editor Junius, runs thus: oud ffrov [0] Iatros trropovis 
BpaBetov [érecylev .. . Khpv& [yevd]wevos €v 7H avatody 


1 Tt is clear that Eusebius by this formula does not mean to denote simply a 
vague report, for he not only directly recognises the accuracy of the a¢yos under 
discussion, but also confirms it by his interpretation. 

2 Translator’s Note.—Another ms., fortunately unmutilated, was discovered 
in the library of the Holy Sepulchre, at Fanari in Constantinople, and was 
published in 1875 by Bryennius, metropolitan of Serrae. Later still, a Syriac 
ms., purchased for the University of Cambridge, has been found to contain a 
translation of Clement’s two epistles.—Sce Smith's Dictionary of Christian 
Biography, vol. I. p. 557. 
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cai év [tH] Svce, Tov yevvatoy THs miatews avTod KNéos 
draBev: Sixacociynv SiSdEas Odov Tov Kdcpov Kal él] To 
Téppa Tis SUcews EMO@Y Kal papTupycas emt TOV HYoUpevwr, 
ottws amndrAdyn Tod Kéopou.' If the expression: To Téppa 
THs Svcews, means the limits of the west, we can only under- 
stand it to be Spain, and in that case this passage favours the 
theory that the apostle was released from the first Roman 
imprisonment. The reasons urged against this by Meyer, in 
the fifth edition of his Lpistle to the Romans, are not suffi- 
cient. Meyer makes appeal to the following facts:—(1) That 
Clement’s words in general bear a strong impress of oratorical 
hyperbole; but this is seen at most in the expression: 
édov Tov Kéopov, which, however, is sufficiently explained 
by the previous: év 7H dvaton Kk. év t. Svc, (2) That 
Clement speaks from Paul’s point of view; but dvatody} and 
dvovs are simple geographical designations, just like our 
expressions east and west. (3) That, if Spain were meant, the 
paptupnoas éml Tv Hyous. would transport us to the scene 
of a trial in Spain; but. that is not the case, since of 
jryovpevoe (note the defin. article) can only be understood as 
denoting the highest officials of the empire, and besides, in 
Clement’s time it was known generally that Paul had suf- 
fered martyrdom in Rome. (4) That Clement otherwise 
would indicate by the o¥rws that Paul’s death took place in 
Spain; but otrws does nothing but bring together the pre- 
ceding facts.? The meaning is: in this way, viz. after he had 
taught righteousness to the whole world, and come to the 
limits of the west and “borne testimony before those in 
power” . . .; o¥7ws is used in the very same way here as 
shortly before in the passage about Peter: ody va, ovdé 
do, dra Trelovas LmHveyKev Tévous, Kal oVTH papTUpicas 
évropevOn eis TOV dpevrAcmevoy TOTov THs S0&45—That Clement 
did not mean Rome by this expression, is shown by the fact 
that he was himself in Rome, and would therefore hardly 

1 The text, according to Dressel and others, runs somewhat differently. See 
on this point Meyer’s Comment. tiber den Brief an die Romer, 5th ed. p. 15. 
Meyer remarks: “Still the various readings of the different revisions of the 
. . « text make no material difference in regard to this question.” 


2 Hofmann (D. heil. Schr. Thi. V. p. 8) wrongly refers ofrws only to due Ciaoy; 
but the wide interval between otrws and d& Cidcv is decisive against this, 
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speak of that city as the tépua +. ddcews, and also by the 
very emphatic position of those words. If Clement had not 
wished to point to some place beyond Rome, he would have 
been content with the expressions previously used, since they 
would have been perfectly sufficient to denote the apostle’s 
labours in the west, and therefore in Rome. Several exposi- 
tors, however, deny the proposed interpretation of the word 
Tépa as equivalent to limits. The explanation given by 
Schrader and Hilgenfeld: “the boundary limits,’ and that by 
Matthies: “the centre of the west,’ are altogether arbitrary. 
Otto’s explanation seems to have more justification. Follow- 
ing Baur and Schenkel, Otto seeks to prove, on “ philological 
grounds which they have not supplied,” that by To tépya 
THs dvcews we are to understand “the goal in the west 
appointed to the apostle.” He wishes, in the secondary use 
of the word, to maintain the original meaning, according to 
which 76 tépya denotes “the goal-point, the goal-pillar, in the 
hippodrome and the stadium.” He supplies with ro répya 
the genitive of the tpéywv, who in this place is Paul, and 
takes the genitive Tis dvcews as the genitive of the stadium. 
But the very last quotations which Otto brings forward from 
the classics to support his assertion, show his error. In the 
passage, Eurip. Ale. 646: émt tépw’ Heav Biov, the pronoun 
is not to be supplied with répya, but with Biov; it does not 
mean “come to his goal of life,’ but “come to the goal of his 
life.” So also with the passage in Suppl. 369, where we have : 
emt Téppa wav kaxav ixdmevos, and not él Tépua éuov KaKor. 
Accordingly, in the present passage, if the third personal 
pronoun were to be supplied, it should be with dvcews and 
not with tépya; but that would be meaningless. But, 
further, it is arbitrary here, where there is no hint of a figure 
taken from running a race, to supply with 70 tépya the notion 
of the apostolic ministry, separating tis dvcews from its close 
connection with 76 répya, and taking it as equivalent to év 7H 
dvcet ; all the more that, when so understood, the words are 
a somewhat superfluous addition. Besides, it is improper to 
consider THs Svcews as the stadium, and then to place the répya 
not at the end of it, but somewhere in the middle. If répya in 
the secondary application is to retain its original meaning, 7d 
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_ tépua ths Stoews is either to be explained: “the goal to 
which the Svcus extends,” or, more naturally: “the goal which 
is reached by passing through the dvous.” This may be the 
ocean which bounds the vec, but quite as well the extreme 
land of the west. If the text is rightly restored by Junius, 
appeal may also be made to this passage for the apostle’s 
journey to Spain, but certainly not for successful /abowrs there, 
which rather appears to be excluded by the use of the simple 
erxGav. Wieseler, however, has his doubts about the correct- 
ness of the restoration, as he believes that the original text 
was not Kat él TO téppa «.7.r., but Kal bd TO Téppa. 
This he translates: “after he had taught righteousness to the 
whole world, and had appeared before the highest power of the 
west, and had borne witness before the first,’ etc. His 
explanation, however, is contrary to the meaning of the word, 
for tépwa does sometimes occur—only in connection with 
éyeww—in the sense of “the highest power or decision,’ but 
it never denotes “the supreme government.” Besides, this 
conjecture and its explanation would designate the supreme 
imperial government simply as that of the west, while its 
authority extended equally over the east. Least of all would 
Clement, who, according to Wieseler’s own expression, “is 
obviously tuning a panegyric on Paul,” have used any limited 
description for that supreme authority. If he had understood 
TO Tépwa in that sense, he would surely have added to the 
word not simply rs Svcews, but—as was the actual fact— 
THS avatorns Kat THs S¥cews.' Still less can Rudow’s opinion 
(in the work quoted, p. 7) be justified, that we should not 
read ézi, but ws, and explain it as equivalent to “paene ad 
finem imperii occidentalis ;” for on the one hand this gives to 
@s an impossible signification, and on the other it attributes 
to Clement a very commonplace thought.’ 

The second passage is found in the Muratorian Canon, 

* Wieseler’s other opinion is arbitrary, that in the words “ wapruphous tat 
cay nyovptvey” the nyotueva are the principes who composed the conciliwm which 
the emperor was wont to consult in his judgments. 

? It is strange that Rudow, in his conjecture and its explanation, does not 
understand Spain by répuz« +. dve., but Rome (73 tépuw ¢, dve., non ad Hispaniam 


sed ad Romam referendum puto), which would make the meaning to be that 
Paul had come almost to Rome. 
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composed about A.D. 170. It runs thus: Acta autem omnium 
apostolorum sub uno libro scribta sunt. Lucas obtime Theo- 
phile comprindit, quia sub praesentia ejus singula gerebantur, 
sicuti et semote passionem Petri evidenter declarat, sed pro- 
fectionem Pauli ab urbe ad Spaniam proficiscentis. From these 
words, in themselves unintelligible, this much at least is clear, 
that Paul’s journey to Spain was the subject of tradition in 
the author’s time. Even if, as Wieseler thinks, the word 
“omittit” has been dropped after proficiscentis, the words do 
not say that the journey did not take place, or that it was 
doubtful and disputed, but only that Luke did not mention it. 
—Otto conjectures that in the author’s time some began, for 
ecclesiastical purposes, to maintain the journey into Spain to 
be an historical fact. This conjecture, as well as the other, 
that the original text of the Canon afterwards received many 
interpolatory additions, is a mere makeshift in order to confirm, 
against the testimony of the Canon, the hypothesis that Paul 
did not make the journey to Spain.’ 

From this passage it follows that tradition preserved the 
report of a journey made to Spain by the apostle, but not of 
successful Jabowrs there.? This (confirmed by the formula in 
Eusebius: Adyos exer) agrees with the release of the apostle 
from the imprisonment in Rome, mentioned by Luke, since: 
the journey could only have taken place if Paul were again 
at liberty.—As nothing can be shown to be decidedly 
inaccurate in this tradition so as to prove its impossibility, or 
even its improbability,’ we are justified in using this result in 

1 Jt will be sufficient here to quote some of the conjectures proposed. Otto- 
thinks that for sicuti and sed, sic uti and sic et should be read. Laurent (Wevtest. 
Studien, p. 109) makes the conjecture : sicuti et semota passione Petri evidenter 
declarat et profectione Pauli ab Urbe Spaniam proficiscentis. Many have tried 
to make the passage clear by retranslating it into Greek. Schott (Der erste 
Brief Petri, p. 353) translates it: xaéas xal, rupsis wuprupiay wiv rny roo UWérpou 
Quvepas amornuaiver, mopeiay 02 chy rod avaov aod rns woAzws tis ry Saraviay 
wopevoytvov. Hofmann (D. h. Schr. pp. 9 f.): xabas xed oapels rd rot Wérpov 
wiebos cudius OnAvi, avaov dt rny xopeiay cis rny Sraviay ropevontvov, Comp. Meyer's 
Rémerbrief, 5th ed. pp. 17 f. 

2 When this is observed, it may be explained also how Innocent 1. (A.D. 416) 
could write : manifestum in omnem Italiam, Gallias, Hispanias, Africam atque: 
Siciliam . . . nullum instituisse ecclesias, nisi eas, quas venerabilis ap. Petrus 


aut ejus successores constituerint sacerdotes. 
3 The words of Origen in Euseb. iii, 1; 7) dei rep) Wadaov abyss cord ‘Iepouradnpe 
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determining the date at which our epistles were composed. 
If we can find no suitable date for any one of them in the 
apostle’s life, down to his first imprisonment in Rome; if, at 
the same time, the composition of all three necessarily belongs 
to one and the same period of the apostle’s life, and the con- 
tents of the epistles point to a later period—then we are surely 
justified in assuming that they were written after the imprison- 
ment recorded in Acts, the First Epistle to Timothy and the 
Epistle to Titus in the period between this first and a second 
imprisonment at Rome, and the Second Epistle to Timothy 
during the second. This view—if we take for granted the 
genuineness of the epistles—is the only one tenable after the 
investigation we have made, and hence also more recently it 
has been accepted by the defenders of their authenticity (even 
by Bleek, who, however, disputes the authenticity of the First 
Epistle to Timothy), with the exception of Matthies, Wieseler, 
and Otto..—The answer to the question, What date is to be 
assigned to the second imprisonment? depends on the date 
fixed for the first; and for this the year of Festus’ entry on 
office furnishes a fixed point, since Paul arrived at Rome in 
the spring of the following year—lIf, with Anger, Wieseler, 
Hofmann, we suppose that Festus entered on office in the year 
60, then Paul was released from the first imprisonment in 63, 
and the second imprisonment took place either after or before 
the burning of Rome and the consequent persecution of the 
Christians (in the summer of 64). The first supposition 
seems to be opposed by the fact that in the Pastoral Epistles 
there is not the slightest allusion to this persecution, while the 
second gives, from the spring of 63 to the summer of 64, too 


MEgp Tod “LAAvpinad wer rnpundros 7d edaryytAsoy rod Xpiorod nad Vorepoy ty 77 Pan ext 
Nipavos weoprupnxdros, do not exclude the journey to Spain (against Meyer), but 
any apostolic labours there. On the whole, however, too much should not be 
dnferred from these brief summaries, for otherwise it might be concluded from 
‘these words that Paul had preached only from Jerusalem to Illyria, and not in 
Rome.—It is of still less importance that there is no mention of any release of 
the apostle in the Hist. apostolica of pseudo-Abdias. 

1 Kolbe, too (ina review of Hofmann’s commentary, Zeitschr. 7. die luth. Theol. 
u. K. 1875, No. 3), will acknowledge no second imprisonment of the apostle, 
which he holds to be an unnecessary hypothesis, ‘‘ not necessary after Wieseler 
in so natural a manner (!) had assigned to the Pastoral Epistles their proper 
place in the apostle’s life.” 
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short time for the events to which the Pastoral Epistles bear 
witness. It is true that the objection to the first supposition 
may be weakened by dating the apostle’s martyrdom as late 
as possible, say in 67 or 68. For this we have the support of 
the old tradition ; but on the one hand the tradition is very 
uncertain,’ and on the other we would have the apostle labour- 
ing for so many years after his first imprisonment, that it would 
be inexplicable why not a scrap of information has been pre- 
served regarding it. The objection to the second supposition 
is of less importance, for, even if the time allowed be short, 
it is not too short. The events would be placed in the follow-- 
ing order :—In the spring of 63, Paul leaves Rome; he lands 
at Crete, where he spends a short time only, and, leaving Titus. 
behind, proceeds to Ephesus, where he meets Timothy. Soom 
after he crosses to Macedonia, and from there writes the 
Epistle to Timothy; then somewhat later, after resolving to 
pass the winter in Nicopolis in Epirus, he writes the Epistle 
to Titus. Towards the end of winter he returns to Ephesus 
by way of Troas, and then proceeds, without halting there, 
by Miletus, where he leaves Trophimus behind sick, and by 
Corinth, where Erastus does not join him as he wished, to 
Spain; and from there (perhaps as a prisoner) to Rome. In 
this way he might still arrive at Rome some time before the 
burning, and undergo his first trial, after which he wrote the 
Second Epistle to Timothy.’ Shortly before the burning, or 
in the persecution occasioned by it, the apostle suffered martyr- 
dom, and by the sword, according to the testimony of tradition. 
Wiesinger grants, indeed, that in this view the favourable 
treatment of the imprisoned apostle is more natural than by 


1 Jn Jerome (Catal. c. 15) it runs: Decimo quarto Neronis anno eodem die quo 
Petrus Romae pro Christo capite truncatus sepultusque est in via Ostiensi. 

2 Against this reckoning, Otto raises two points in particular—(1) the shortness 
of the period indicated, and (2) the apostle’s summons in 2 Tim. iv. 9 and 21. 
As to the first point, Otto grants that about five months might be sufficient for 
the journeys from Rome to Nicopolis, but thinks that the time from March to 
the middle of July 64 is too short for the journey to Spain and Rome, since the 
apostle ‘‘ must have preached in Spain, been taken prisoner, undergone a process 
before the provincial court, and again made appeal to Caesar.” But these pre- 
suppositions are not to be considered as at all necessary, since the actual course 
of events may have been quite different. As to the second point, Otto maintains 
that Timothy could get from Ephesus to Rome in one month, and that if the 
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supposing that he was imprisoned after the burning; but still 
he thinks that he cannot agree to it. His chief grounds 
against it are—(1) that the Second Epistle to Timothy is 
brought too close to the first ; (2) that the apostle, according 
to 1 Tim. ii. 14 ff, did not stay so short a time in Ephesus ; 
(3) that it is inconceivable how the Asiatics (2 Tim. i. 15-18) 
should be still in Rome during the time of the apostle’s 
imprisonment, and how Timothy had already been informed 
of their conduct. But, on the other hand, it is to be observed 
(1) that there is no hint of the Second Epistle being written a 
long time after the First, the agreement between them rather 
testifying against this; (2) that from 1 Tim. iii. 14 ff no 
conclusion can be drawn of a long stay made by the apostle 
in Ephesus; (3) that the verb ameotpadyoav in 2 Tim. i. 15 
does not imply the presence of the Asiatics in Rome. Ruffet 
agrees in the representation here given, but remarks: Huther 
fait mourir Paul en 64, pendant la grande persécution. I] est 
difficile, dans ce cas, d’expliquer le procés de Paul. He gives 
66 as the year of the apostle’s death. Against him it must 
be maintained that there is no ground for assuming that the 
process was carried out formally, and that it is arbitrary to 
assign 66 as the year of the apostle’s death. 


REMARK.—Meyer (Apgesch. 3d ed. 1861, Introd. sect. 4) has 
sought on two grounds to prove, against Wieseler, that the 
retirement of Felix from office did not take place in the year 60, 
but in 61. His first ground is, that it follows from J osephus, 
Vita, § 3, that in the year 63 Josephus went to Rome in order 
to obtain the release of some priests who had been imprisoned 
by Felix, and sent thither. Now, if Felix retired from office 
in 60, Josephus would have put off his journey too long. But, 
on the other hand, before undertaking this journey, Josephus 
had to await the result of the complaint (Antig. xx. 8. 10) 
made to the emperor against Felix by the J ews; and when 


same time is to be given for forwarding the Epistle, Paul could not write in the 
beginning of July, but only in the middle or end of August, that Timothy was 
to make haste to come to him before winter! But even this assertion has only 
an apparent justification, since it rests on the unproved presupposition that Paul 
forwarded the letter by the shortest route, and supposed that Timothy would and 
could choose the shortest route for his journey. Besides, it is to be observed that 
Taxéws and xpd xsyeavos are not immediately connected with one another. 


INTRODUCTION. 39 


Felix was acquitted, it could only appear to Josephus to be 
unfavourable to his purpose. He would hardly, therefore, 
undertake his journey immediately after he had received news 
of it. Meyer’s second ground is, that from Josephus, Antig. 
xx. 8. 11, it is clear that Poppaea was already Nero’s wife at 
the time when Festus entered on office, and she became so in 
May 62. But the passage in question does not at all prove 
that. What Josephus says is this. About the time when a 
great impostor was destroyed with his followers by the troops 
which Festus, on entering office, sent against him, Agrippa 
built in Jerusalem the great house from which he could see 
into the temple. The Jews built a wall to prevent his looking 
into the temple, and, after vainly negotiating on the matter 
with Festus, they brought the case before Nero by means of 
ambassadors. Nero gave them a favourable answer, rj yuvoux! 
Tloranig. tip ray Iovdaswy dendeion yapiCouevos. Josephus does not 
say how much time was taken up in building the house, in 
erecting the wall, in negotiating with Festus, in sending the 
ambassadors, in awaiting Nero’s answer; but it is more than 
probable that some years must have passed while these things 
were going on. Besides, it is at least questionable whether 
the use of yuv4 implies that Poppaea was then Nero’s wife. — If 
Meyer’s reckoning were still to be correct, the apostle’s release 
would have taken place shortly before the fire. The fact that 
there is no allusion to Nero’s persecution in the epistles would 
haye to be explained in this way, that the apostle was already 
made acquainted with it when he was with Timothy in Ephesus. 
—Dr. H. Lehmann (Chronologische Bestimmung der in der 
Apgesch. Kap. 13-28, erzthlten Begebenheiten, in the Stud. wu. 
Kit. 1858, No. 2, pp. 312-319) gives the date of Festus’ entry 
on office quite differently from Wieseler and Meyer. Accord- 
ing to Lehmann’s investigation, the year 58 is both the earliest 
and the latest possible date for the recall of Felix. He believes 
that Felix was not recalled after the year 58, because Felix 
was acquitted from the charge raised against him by the Jews 
through the intercession of his brother Pallas, who, according 
to the express statement of Josephus, was then in high favour 
with Nero. But Pallas was in favour with Nero only till 59 ; 
his influence was very closely connected with that of Nero’s 
mother, Agrippina, so that her downfall and murder in 59 
would necessarily deprive Pallas of Nero’s favour, just as some 
years later (in 62) he was poisoned by Nero, who coveted his 
treasures. — Lehmann is of opinion also that Felix was not 
recalled before 58, because the revolt of the Egyptians (Acts 
xxi. 38) cannot have taken place before 56.— According to 
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this, Paul would therefore be at liberty again in the spring of 
61, which certainly would be a result very favourable to dating 
the composition of the Pastoral Epistles before Nero’s per- 
secution, 


As to the place of composition, Paul wrote the First Epistle 
to Timothy after his departure from Ephesus, probably in 
Macedonia, or at least in the neighbourhood of that country, 
while Timothy was in Ephesus, In accordance with this, the 
subscription in Auct, Synops. runs: dd paxedovias, while in 
the Coptic and Erpenian versions Athens is set down quite 
arbitrarily as the place of composition. In several MSs., on 
the other hand, we find the subscription which has passed into 
the Received Text: dad Aaoduxelas, Hrus eat) pntpotrods 
Ppvylas ths Iaxatiavijs; in Cod, A simply aro Aaodixelas. 
This place is assigned to it also in the Peschito, the Aethiopic 
version, In Oecumenius, Theophylact, etc, The addition tis 
IIaxatvavyjs points to a division which arose in the fourth 
century, The opinion that the epistle was written in 
Laodicea is probably grounded on the fact that this epistle 
was regarded as identical with the émictody é« Aaodscelas 
mentioned in Col. iv. 16. Theophylact says: tis dé Hv } éx 
Aaobdixeias ; 4 mpos Tiddeov mpérn, airy yap éx Aaodiuxelas 
eypadn. 

The place in which the Epistle to Titus was written can 
only be so far determined, that it was on the apostle’s journey 
from Crete to Nicopolis. The subscription in the Received 
Text runs: mpos Titov ths Kpntav éxxrnolas rp@tov éricKo- 
mov yelpotovnbévta eypadn ato Nixororews THs Maxedovias. 
This has, however, arisen out of a misconception of chap. 
il, 12, where the word éxe? proves that Paul, at the time of 
composing the epistle, was not yet in Nicopolis. —If the 
epistle was written on the apostle’s journey, between the first 
and second imprisonment at Rome, we cannot, with Guericke, 
assume that it was composed in Ephesus; for if Paul had 
already in Ephesus the intention of passing the winter at 
Nicopolis, he could not, after leaving Ephesus and arriving in 
Macedonia, write to Timothy that he thought of coming again 
to him soon, 1 Tim. iii. 14. The Epistle to Titus can there- 
fore have been written only after the First Epistle to Timothy. 
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While composing the latter, he was, indeed, thinking of a 
speedy return to Ephesus, but he considered it possible then 
that his return might be delayed (1 Tim. iii. 15). This 
actually took place when he resolved to pass the winter at 
Nicopolis, after which resolution he wrote to Titus, 

As to the Second Epistle to Timothy, there can be no 
doubt that it was written in Rome, as many subscriptions 
say. Only Bottger (Bettrdge, etc., part 2) supposes that Paul 
wrote it in his imprisonment at Caesarea—which, however, 
rests on the utterly incorrect presupposition that Paul was 
only five days a prisoner in Rome, 
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All three epistles contain warnings against heretics, These 
are described as follows :— 

First Epistle to Timothy.—They have left the path of faith 
and of a good conscience (i. 5: ay (ie. xabapas xapdias Kal 
cuverdyncews ayabys Kai Tictews avuTroKpitov) doToXncavTes ; 
1,19: hp (de. dyaOnv cuveldnow) twes amwodpevoe Tepl THY 
mictw évavaynoav; vi. 21: mrepl tiv twist HoToynoay). 
They are estranged from the truth (vi. 5: dmoorepnyévor tis 
arnOetas), and do not abide by the sound doctrine of the 
gospel (vi, 3). Morally corrupt (vi. 5: SvepPappévoe tov 
voov), they have an evil conscience (iv. 3: KexavtTnpracpévor 
Tv idiay avveldnow). Beclouded with self-conceit (vi. 4: 
retupwtat), they boast of a special knowledge (vi. 20: ris 
apevdavtpouv yvadaews), which they seek to spread by teaching 
(i. 3: érepodidackanreiv). Their doctrine is a meaningless, 
empty, profane babble (i. 6: patasoroyia; vi. 20: BéBnrov 
xevogdoviat), a doctrine of the devil (iv. 2: SdacKxariar 
darpoviwv). Its contents are made up of profane and silly 
myths (i. 4,iv. 7: BéBnrou Kat ypawdes wdOor) and genealogies 
Gi. 4: yeveadoylar amépavtos), which only furnish points of 
controversy and arouse contests of words (i. 4, vi. 4), in which 
they take a special delight (vi. 4: vooav rept fnriceus Kat 
Aoyouayias). Without knowing the meaning of the law, 
they wish to be teachers of it (i. 7; OédovrTes elvat vopodidac- 
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xadoz), and add to it arbitrary commands forbidding marriage 
and the enjoyment of many kinds of food (iv. 3: «k@dvovtes 
yapeiv, atréxyer Oar Bpwpdrwy) ; by their ascetic life they seek 
to gain the reputation of piety in order to make worldly 
gain by it (vi. 5: vowifovtes, ropiopov elvas THhv evoéPevay). 

The Epistle to Titus——The heretics (i. 9: of dvtiXéyovres) 
belong especially to Judaism (i. 10: wddtota of é« repiTopis). 
While boasting of their special knowledge of God, they lead 
a godless life (i. 16), condemned by their own conscience 
(iii. 11: adroxatdxpitos). What they bring forward are 
Jewish myths (i. 14: apooéyovtes “IovSatxots vous), 
genealogies, points of controversy about the law (iii. 9), and 
mere commands of men (i. 14: évtodXal avOperav arootpe- 
popevov adjOecav). They are idle babblers (i. 10: warasdroyor), 
who with their shameful doctrine G.11: dudcKovtes & pr) 
de?) seduce hearts (i. 10: gpevarrdrav), cause divisions in the 
church (iii. 10: aipertxol dv@pw7ro), and draw whole families 
into destruction (i. 11: 6dous olxous avatpérovet); and all 
this—for the sake of shameful gain (i. 11: atcypod Képdous 
xapwv). 

Second Epistle to Timothy.—Here, just as in the First 
Epistle, the heretics are denoted as people who have fallen 
away from the faith, who are striving against the truth 
(ii, 18: wept tv adjPeav jotoynoay; iii. 8: avOlctavTas 
TH adnGeia ... dddoKiywoe Tepl THY TiotTw; li. 25: of avTidca- 
TuGéuevot), who are morally corrupt (iii. 8: dvOpwroe Kxated- 
Oappévor tov vodv; iii, 13: movnpot d&vOpw7or), who are in 
the snare of the devil (ii. 25), so that there already exist 
among them that godlessness and hypocrisy which, the Spirit 
declares, will characterize mankind in the last days. They 
seek to extend their doctrine, which is nothing but an unholy 
babble of empty myths, and contains nothing but points of 
controversy ; and this they do by sneaking into houses, and by 
knowing especially how to befool women (iii. 6), just like 
the Egyptian sorcerers who were opposed to the truth (iii. 8). 
— Contrary to the truth, they teach that the resurrection 
has already taken place (ii. 18: Néyovtes THy avdotacw Sy 
yeyovéevat). 

Have the Pastoral Epistles to do with one or with several 
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different classes of heretics? COredner (Hinleitung in d. N. T.) 
assumes four different classes. He takes the heretics of the 
Epistle to Titus to be non-Christians, and those of the two 
Epistles to Timothy to be apostatized Christians, while he 
divides the jformer—in consequence of the wddora, chap. 
i. 10—into Jews, more precisely Essenes, and into Gentiles 
who are not further described, the Jatter into heretics of the 
present and heretics of the future (1 Tim. iv. 1 ff; 2 Tim. 
ii. 2 ff), — These distinctions are, however, not justifiable, for 
the expression of é« mepitouns does not necessarily denote 
Jews who are not Christians (comp. Acts xi. 2; Gal. ii. 12), 
Further, waduora does not establish a difference in regard to 
the heretics, but only indicates that some were added who 
were not €« mweputouns. Lastly, in 1 Tim. iv. 1 ff. and 2 Tim. 
iu. 2 ff. the future is certainly spoken of; but there is no hint 
in either of the passages that a heresy would appear different 
from the present one. — Thiersch (Versuch zur Herstellung, 
etc., pp. 236 f. and 273 f.) divides the heretics into three 
groups—(1) Judaists, ie. Judaizing teachers of the law to 
whom there still clung the spirit of Pharisaism; (2) some 
spiritualistic Gnostics who had suffered shipwreck in the faith ; 
(3) impostors. He supposes that the first are mentioned in 
the Epistle to Titus and in some passages of the First Epistle 
to Timothy, the second in the First and Second Epistles to 
Timothy, the last in 2 Tim. iii. But apostasy from the faith 
is charged not only against those mentioned in 1 Tim. i. 19, 
but also against those in 1 Tim. i. 3 ff, and in the Second 
Epistle to Timothy the same characteristics are attributed to 
the heretics as in the Epistle to Titus; comp. 2 Tim, ii 23 
and Tit. iii. 9. As to the impostors, they are not at all 
distinguished from the other heretics as a special class. — 
Wiesinger confesses, indeed, that the errors placed before us 
in the three epistles are substantially the same; but he thinks 
that on the one hand “ more general errors” are to be distin- 
guished from those of individuals, and on the other hand 
phenomena of the present from those which are designated as 
future. Hofmann’s view is allied to this. He thinks also 
that those against whom Paul had a special polemic (Tit. i. 
9, 10, iii, 9; 1 Tim. i 3 ff, etc.) are distinct from those to 
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whom Hymenaeus and Philetus belonged (2 Tim. ii. 17), and 
from those mentioned in 2 Tim. iii. 6 ff.; and further, that those 
characterized in 1 Tim. iv. 1—4 are to be regarded as people 
of the future, and not of the present. Against this, however, 
it is to be maintained that such a distinction of different 
classes is not marked in any way by the apostle, and that 
the men of the future mentioned by him are characterized in 
substantially the same way as the men of the present against 
whom he directs his polemic. Mangold (Die Irrlehrer der 
Pastoralbriefe) rightly maintains that the polemic of the Pastoral 
Epistles is not directed against different forms of heresy, but 
against one and the same heresy; but he agrees with Credner 
in thinking that the heretics mentioned in the Epistle to 
Titus stood quite outside of the Christian church, since it is 
not said of them that they had fallen away from the faith. 
But against this it is to be observed that the polemic in the 
N. T. is everywhere directed only against those who, as 
members of the church, sought to disturd the true faith, and 
not against non-Christians who assailed the Christian faith 
from without.’ It is arbitrary also to distinguish the aipetixoé 
mentioned in chap. i. 10 as corrupted Christians from those 
named in chap. i. 10 as non-Christians. 
The second question is, Of what nature was the heretical 
1 Otto decides quite differently by roundly calling the heretics Jews, and 
remarking: ‘‘I have found no passage in the two epistles, not even in all the 
Pauline Epistles, which compelled me to suppose that the heretics were members 
of the church.”” But should not this assertion be at once refuted by the fact 
that Paul, when speaking of non-Christians, always denotes them as such, 
Gentiles as Gentiles, Jews as Jews ; whereas of the heretics, against whom he 
contends, he nowhere says that they stand outside of the Christian church ? 
And would not both his polemic and his warnings have quite another character 
if the heretics did not belong externally to the church ?—Otto grants that many 
members of the church had been Jed astray by those non-Christian heretics ; 
but would not those betrayed have sought to spread their opinions among their 
fellow-members, and thus become false teachers themselves? Besides, Otto can 
support his opinion only by an artificial interpretation of the single passages in 
question, as is the case among others with 1 Tim. i. 8 (see the exposition of 
the passage) and with 2 Cor. xi. 18, 23. 1 Cor. iii. 15 alone causes him 
some scruples; but he overcomes them by referring the pronoun «aisés to 
6 bcwtaris, altogether omitting to observe that Paul in this passage is not 
thinking of heretics at all. — Whether the sixes in Acts xy. 1 were also Jews— 


and not Christians—Otto does not say ; if he were consistent in his opinions, 
he would be bound to maintain the former. 
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tendency against which the Pastoral Epistles contend? The 
views on this point differ widely from one another. The 
heretics have been held to be—(1) Guostics, either “ forerunners 
of the Gnostics of the second century” (so most expositors), or 
“ Cerinthians ” (Mayerhoff in his work, der Brief an die Colosser, 
1838; Neander in the first edition of his apostol. Zeitulters), 
or Gnostics of the second century, in particular Marcionites 
(Baur); (2) Cabbalists (Grotius, Baumgarten); (3) Pharisaic 
Judaists (Chrysostom, Jerome, partly also Thiersch); (4) 
Essenes (Michaelis, Heinrichs, Wegscheider, Mangold, partly 
also Credner), or Therapeutae (Ritschl); and lastly, (5) Jewish 
Christians. These last either had a preference for allegorical 
interpretations of the Jewish genealogies (pedigrees), which in 
itself was innocent and not delusive, but which might easily 
lead to apostasy from the faith (Wiesinger, who, however, 
remarks that in some are found the germs of the later gnosis), 
or they were busying themselves with investigations regarding 
the legal and historical contents of the Thora, to which they 
ascribed a special importance for the religious life (Hofmann). 
The second and third views have already received a sufficient 
refutation. The words: Oédovtes etvas vopodiddoKxarot (1 Tim. 
i. 7), are the only argument in favour of the opinion that these 
opponents resembled those against whom Paul contended in the 
Epistle to the Galatians and in the first part of the Epistle to 
the Romans. From 1 Tim. iv. 3, Tit. i. 14, it is clear that 
their zeal for the law did not all agree with the pharisaically- 
inclined Jewish - Christians, as they did not maintain the 
necessity for circumcision.—Cabbalists they cannot be called, 
although there existed earlier among the orthodox Jews many 
elements from which was developed the cabbalistic system 
afterwards imprinted on the books of Jezira and Sohar; these 
were secret doctrines, and it cannot be proved that these 
heretics had the same views. For that matter, there are even 
some points here, such as forbidding to marry, the spiritualistic 
doctrine of the resurrection, which are foreign to Cabbala. 
There is only one kindred point in the phenomena of the two: 
they both consisted in combination of revealed religion, with 
speculation originally heathen. 

The view that the heretics were Essenes has found in 
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Mangold a defender both thoroughgoing and acute; but he has 
been able to prove the identity of the two only by a somewhat 
bold assertion. Proceeding from the opinion “that Essenism 
was only an attempt to carry out practically the Alexandrine- 
Jewish philosophy in the definite arrangements of a sect,’ he 
deduces from this the unjustifiable canon: “If, therefore, any 
trait in the picture of the heretics should find a direct parallel, 
though only in such a passage of Philo as gives quite general 
characteristics of the Jewish-Alexandrine philosophy, we ought 
not to hesitate in explaining this trait to be Essenic, provided 
only it does not stand in contradiction with the definite infor- 
mation given by Philo and Josephus regarding this sect.”— 
Mangold tries to trace back to Essenism not only the yevea- 
Aoylat, but also the other traits in the picture of the heretics, 
especially the pd0o., the EntyHces, the yrdous wevdavupos, 
the asceticism, the doctrine of the resurrection, the view of 
the person and work of Christ, not indeed expressed, but 
indicated, the greed, the hypocrisy, the comparison with the 
Egyptian sorcerers, etc. But if he had not the aid of the 
canon quoted, and of an interpretation sometimes very forced, 
the result would simply be this, that in the heretics of the 
epistles there existed some traits which belonged also to 
Essenism. On the other hand, the heretics had many 
peculiarities not found among the Essenes, and the Essenes 
again had distinct characteristics of which there is no mention 
here (comp. Uhlhorn’s criticism of Mangold’s book in the G@tt. 
gel. Anz. 1857, No. 179).—The fact that Mangold could only 
justify his assertion that the heretics were Essenes by identify- 
ing the general Jewish-Alexandrine speculation with Philonism 
and Essenism, is a sufficient proof that his assertion has no firm 
and sure ground.—Against Ritschl’s view that the heretics 
were Therapeutae, Uhlhorn’s remarks (in the criticism quoted) 
are sufficient: “They have no hesitation in assuming a quite 
close connection with the Jewish-Alexandrine philosophy, nor 
would they make any difficulty of importing into it the prin- 
ciples of Philo. But then new difficulties appear. If it is 
already hazardous to imagine Essenes in Ephesus and Crete, it 
might become much harder to suppose that there were Thera- 
peutae in those regions. Their whole nature is so thoroughly 
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Egyptian, that we can hardly venture on the hypothesis of the 
sect being transplanted and extended into Asia Minor and Crete. 
Yet that would be the smallest difficulty. The main point is 
that the picture of the heretics applies to the Therapeutae much 
less than to the Essenes; not only because the most striking 
characteristics of the Therapeutae are wanting, but also because 
there are features which do not suit the Therapeutae at all. 
Thus, ¢.g., the busy activity mentioned in 2 Tim. iii. 6 stands 
in glaring contrast with their habits of contemplation.” 

The view which is by far the most prevalent is, that the 
heresy was Gnosticism, either “a rough elementary form of 
gnosis,” or one of the cultivated systems. Baur, as is well 
known, declares himself for the latter with great decision. His 
judgment (Die sog. Pastoralbriefe des Ap. Paulus, 1835, p. 10) 
runs thus: “ We have before us in the heretics of the Pastoral 
Epistles the Gnostics of the second century, especially the 
Marcionites.” For the Marcionitism Baur appeals—(1) to the 
Antinomianism denoted in 1 Tim. i. 6-11; (2) to the ascetic 
améyer Oat Bpwpdrov, 1 Tim. iv. 3, which was founded on a 
certain opposition and dislike to God’s creation—as to some- 
thing unclean, and therefore on a decidedly dualistic view of 
the universe (such as Marcion in particular held); (3) to 
the doctrine of the resurrection, mentioned in 2 Tim. i. 18; 
(4) to the express mention of the Marcionite antithesis, 1 Tim. 
vi. 20.—Of these reasons we must at once strike out the first 
and the last, as resting on an arbitrary and quite unjustifiable 
interpretation. As to the second, the opposition made to the 
asceticism of the heretics in Tit. i. 15 and 1 Tim. iv. 3, 4, by 
no means points to a decided form of dualism; and with 
regard to the third ground, it is to be observed that the 
doctrine of the resurrection had no more connection with 
Gnosticism than with other speculative systems.—For the 
Gnosticism of the heretics, Baur produces the following 
grounds:—(1) The myths and genealogies by which the 
Valentinian series of aeons and the whole fantastic history 
of the pleroma were denoted. This, he says, is apparent from 
the adjective ypa#éns, which was chosen because the Sophia- 
Achamoth was denoted as an old mother. (2) The emphasis 
laid in the epistles on the universality of the divine grace, by 
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which is expressed the opposition to the Gnostic distinction 
between pneumatic and other men. But even these grounds 
furnish no proof that the heresy belonged to the second 
century, for series of emanations and particularism were not 
phenomena of cultivated Gnosticism alone. The interpreta- 
tion of the word ypaédys, however, certainly needs no serious 
refutation. Baur further declares that even the author of the 
epistles was infected with the Marcionitism, as appears especi- 
ally from the opposition in which the a@v@pwzros of 1 Tim. ii. 5 
stands to éfavepoOn év capki in 1 Tim. iii. 16, also from the 
passage in 1 Tim. iii. 16, where two sets of clauses are opposed, 
the one more Gnostic, the other more anti-Gnostic ; lastly, from 
the use of doxologies that have a Gnostic sound. But apart 
altogether from single pieces of arbitrary conjecture, of which 
Baur is guilty in his proof, how curious in itself the opinion 
is, that the assailant of Marcionitism should himself have been 
half a Marcionite, without having any suspicion of his self- 
contradiction! In his work, Paulus, der Apostel Jesu Christi, 
1845, Baur brought forward yet another new and peculiar 
proof of his assertion that the Gnosticism of the heretics 
belonged to the second century. He finds it in the express 
statement of Hegesippus (Eusebius, H. #. iii. 32), that the 
apevdovusos yvoow did not appear openly till there were 
none of the apostolic circle left. From this Baur draws two 
inferences—(1) that Gnosticism belonged only to the post- 
apostolic age; and (2) that the author of the Pastoral Epistles 
borrowed the expression 7) yrevdmvus.os yvaous from Hegesippus. 
But against the first inference it is to be noted that in this 
passage it is not only not denied, but it is even expressly 
stated that there had existed earlier such as “corrupt the 
sound rule of wholesome preaching,” and that it is simply 
remarked that the érepodiddcxadov ventured only after the 
death of the apostles to preach their heresy quite openly and 
freely. Against the second inference we must maintain that 
the passage in Eusebius (as Thiersch in his Versuch zur Her- 
stellung, etc., pp. 301 ff, and following him Wiesinger and 
Mangold, have proved) is not a simple quotation from Hegesip- 
pus, but that the thought only was expressed by Hegesippus, 
while its elaboration and form are due to Eusebius; and that 
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“although the Ebionite Hegesippus would hardly have used 
the Pastoral Epistles for expressing his own views, yet there 
is no reason why these expressions in Eusebius should not be 
traced back to the Pastoral Epistles as their source” (comp. 
Mangold, pp. 108-112). Thus the theory that the heretics 
in question were Marcionites, or other Gnostics of the second 
century, has no real foundation; for which reason, as Man- 
gold says, “all exegetes and writers on Introduction who 
have studied the question are unanimous against Baur’s 
view” (Mangold, p. 14)—Quite as little support has been 
given also to the theory that the heretics were Cerin- 
thians; and rightly so, since it cannot be proved that 
they held the doctrine of Cerinthus regarding the Demiurge, 
or his Docetism or the Chiliasm ascribed to him by Caius 
and Dionysius——The answer to the question whether Paul’s 
opponents were Gnostics (so far, of course, only followers 
of a gnosis still undeveloped) or not, depends to a large extent, 
if not wholly, on the meaning to be given to yevearoyiau. 
Irenaeus and Tertullian, whom many later expositors have 
followed, understood by it, “Gnostic series of emanations.” 
In more recent times an attempt has been made to maintain 
that we are to understand by it actual genealogies. Diahne 
(Stud. uw. Krit. 1833, No. 4), supported by Mangold and 
Otto, makes it more definite, and says that by it are meant 
the genealogies of the Pentateuch, along with its historical 
sections, the former of which Philo interprets in his tpozroe 
THs wWuyjs. But there is not the slightest indication in the 
Pastoral Epistles that the heretics here mentioned made any 
such interpretation themselves. Wiesinger has let this more 
definite statement drop, and explains the yeveadoyiar to be 
simply Jewish genealogies. Hofmann, on the contrary, going 
back again to Philo, considers them to be not genealogies proper, 
but “the whole historical contents of the Thora.” Both these 

1 If Hegesippus did use the expression 47 Pevdevymos yrwors, it is In any 


case more probable that he should have borrowed it from the First Epistle 
to Timothy, than that the author of the epistle should have taken it from 


Hegesippus. 

2 This explanation Hofmann justifies by referring to Philo’s division of the 
historical contents of the Thora into two parts : 70 rep) efis rod xdomov yrvicews and 
ro yevecadoyixdy. Butthough Philo uses the name 7d yinsmAoyixéy for the part after 


PAsToraL EPISTLES. D 


50 THE PASTORAL EPISTLES. 


expositors do not wish to regard Paul’s opponents here as 
heretics in the proper sense. Wiesinger, as he developes this 
point, contradicts himself. For, when he grants that they culti- 
vated an arbitrary asceticism,—that they strove after a higher 
holiness as well as a higher knowledge than the gospel presents, 
and that they sought to attain this by an allegorical interpreta- 
tion of the genealogies,\—he is manifestly describing them as 
heretics in the proper sense of the term. Hofmann does not 
indeed fall into this contradiction, but with his view it remains 
wholly unexplained how they could give to the study of the 
historical contents of the Thora a special importance for the 
religious life, if they still did not seek to get from it know- 
ledge transcending the gospel. The following points are 
against both these explanations:—(1) The sentence of con- 
demnation pronounced in the epistles is so sharp, that it 
points to something quite different from mere unprofitable 
speculation. Although Paul, as these argue, calls their reason- 
ings watasoroyia and Kevodhwvia, he describes this empty babble 
of theirs not merely as a useless, foolish, old woman’s chatter, 
but also as something unholy, zc. profane (GéBnXos, comp. 
Heb. xii. 16), and the reasoners as those who, fallen away 
from the faith, contradict the truth, and are morally cor- 
rupt m thought. (2) Paul defines the yeveadoy/av more 
precisely by the adjective azépavror, which gives, not, as it 
has been wrongly explained, the nature of the investigations 
regarding the yeveadoyiar (as those “which spin on ad 
infinitum,” Wiesinger ; or “the end of which is never reached,” 
Hofmann), but the nature of the yeveadoyias themselves. Since 
neither the Jewish genealogies nor the facts given in the 
Thora are unlimited, we can hardly understand the yevea- 
Noylas to be anything else than “ Gnostic series of emanations,” 
which have no necessary termination in themselves, and can 
therefore be regarded as unlimited—Beside the expression 
the history of the creation, because it begins with a genealogy, it does not 
follow, as a matter of fact, that the single historical events are designated by the 
word yevearoyias, 

‘Wiesinger has not observed that allegorical interpretation is not to 
be regarded as the source of any special knowledge, but that knowledge 


obtained in other ways makes use of allegorical interpretation for its own con- 
firmation. 
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yeveadoylat amépaytor, there are other features in the apostle’s 
polemic pointing to the Gnostic tendencies of his adversaries 
here, who boasted of a special knowledge, called by Paul yraors 
wevddvuuos ; still their Gnosticism is quite distinct from 
Gnosticism proper, ze. from the Gnosticism which spread so 
widely in the church in the second century. The soil 
of the latter was Gentile Christianity; the soil of the 
former was Judaism, or Jewish Christianity mingled with 
Gentile speculation. An appeal to the Mosaic law was 
quite out of place in Gnosticism proper, but these heretics 
wished to be vouodiddcxaror. The asceticism of the Gnostics 
was based on dualism; the ascetic precepts of these heretics 
proceeded from the distinction—contained also in the law 
of Moses—between clean and unclean; and although they 
inconsistently spiritualized the contrast between spirit and 
matter, there is nothing to show that they adopted dualism 
proper, though we may take it for granted that they were so 
inclined. Gnosticism distinguishes between the Demiurge 
and the highest God—a distinction not known to these heretics. 
Finally, while Gnosticism is substantially Docetic in its view 
of the Redeemer’s person, it is nowhere said that these heretics 
were Docetic ; it rather appears on the whole as if the idea of 
redemption had not with them the central importance which 
it had in Gnosticism.—AlI] these details prove that, although 
the heresy in question was in many respects akin to Gnosticism, 
its nature was still distinct. Peculiar to both is the mingling 
of revealed religion with Gentile speculation; but in the one 
case —in Gnosticism — Christianity itself was invaded and 
penetrated by heathen philosophy; while here, on the other 
hand, Judaism first underwent that process. This Judaism, 
modified by speculation and united with Christianity, assumed, 
indeed, new elements, and suffered thereby many alterations. 
Still there was no substantial change of form, the Christian 
element in ¢iis form of Jewish Christianity being always over- 
powered by the Jewish. From it there arose such phenomena 
as are presented in the Ebionite, the Clementine, the Elkesaitic, 
and other heresies which are distinguished from systems 
strictly Gnostic, by preserving as much as possible a mono- 
theistic character. To this speculative Jewish Christianity 
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belongs also the heresy mentioned and combated in the 
Pastoral Epistles. It doesnot follow, however, that it was one 
single system definitely developed; the apostle rather keeps in 
view the general tendency which embraced manifold distinc- 
tions, so that all the individual features dwelt on by him were 
not necessarily characteristic of all these heretics, The 
general judgment refers to all. All who have yielded to this 
tendency stand opposed both to the doctrine of the gospel 
as well as to Christian morality ; but all did not give direct 
utterance to the principle that the resurrection had already 
taken place, or that marriage was to be avoided, and we are 
not bound to regard them all as impostors, or as men who put 
on the appearance of piety only from motives of greed. One 
point might be more prominent in one, another in another ; 
they are all, however, governed by one spirit, which could only 
exercise a disturbing influence on true Christianity —This 
tendency is substantially the same as that combated in the 
Epistle to the Colossians. The distinction is simply this, that 
at the time of composing the Pastoral Epistles the same heresy 
was found in a stage of higher development. The doctrine of 
angels had already assumed the form of an emanation theory ; 
the contrast between spirit and matter had been made wider, 
and the self-seeking motives in its followers had become more 
distinct.’ 


SECTION 5.—AUTHENTICITY OF THE PASTORAL EPISTLES, 


Eusebius reckons the Pastoral Epistles among the homo- 
logumena, as there existed not the smallest doubt of their 
genuineness in the catholic church. They not only stand as 
Pauline Epistles in the Muratorian Canon and the Peschito, 
but they are also repeatedly quoted as such by Irenaeus, Ter- 
tullian, and Clemens Alex. Though they are not specially 
quoted by earlier ecclesiastical writers, yet many expressions 
and sentences occur showing that they were not less known 
than the other Pauline Epistles, such expressions appear- 


1To the view expressed here, Zéckler (in Vilmar’s Past.-theol. Blitter, 1865, 
p. 67) has given his adherence. 
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ing as quotations, or at least as reminiscences.! Clemens 
Rom. not only makes use of the expression evdcéBeva, so often 
used in the Pastoral Epistles to denote Christian piety, but 
also in Zp. I. ad Corinth, chap. 2, we have a phrase almost 
agreeing with Tit. ili, 1: @rowwor eis trav Epyov ayabov, and 
in chap. 29 there is an echo of the words in 1 Tim. ii. 8 
which can hardly be denied: mpoceA@dpev ato év ootorntt 
buys, dyvas Kal auidvtous yelpas alpovtes mpos adtov.—In 
the Epistles of Ignatius, the passage in the Ep. ad Magnes. 
chap. 8: yu wAavacbe Tails Etepodo€lais, wndé pvOetpacu Tots 
Tanatols, dvadedéowy odow, reminds one of 1 Tim. i. 4 and 
Tit. in. 9.—Still more striking is the agreement between some 
passages of the Epistle of Polycarp and corresponding passages 
in the Pastoral Epistles. Thus in particular chap. 4: dpyn 
TavTaV yareToV pidapyupia’ eiddtes odv, OTL ovdev elaonvéy- 
Kapev els TOV KOcpOV, GN’ ode eEeveyKely TL exomev, OTMITO- 
pcOa toils Ordos THS Stxatocvyns, with 1 Tim. vi. 7, 10,—an 
agreement which even de Wette can only explain by supposing 
Polycarp to have been acquainted with this epistle.— In 
Justin Martyr the expressions QeocéBea and evoéBeva fre- 
quently occur. In his Dialog. c. Tryph. chap. 47, we have: 
% xpnotoTns Kal 4» piravOpwria rod Ocod, as in Tit. iii, 4” 
In the Zp. ad Diogn. chap. 4, there is the expression: a’rav 
GeoceBeias pvotypiov py TpocdoKHons K.T.d., Which, compared 
with 1 Tim. iii. 16, is not to be overlooked.—Hegesippus 
(Euseb. H. L. iii. 32), in agreement with 1 Tim. vi. 20, calls 
the heresies yvdous Yevdevupos, provided that Eusebius is 
quoting him verbally, and not simply giving the substance of 
his thought; see p. 48.—Theophilus of Antioch says, ad 
Autolye. iii. 14, clearly alluding to 1 Tim. ii. 1,2: re péev kai 
mept Tod Urotdccec Oat apyais Kal eEovaoiass, Kal evyecOae UTrep 
abrav, Kerever tyiv Ocios AOvyos, OTrws Hpewov Kal Hovyvov Biov 
Sidywpev.? In Athenagoras, also, there are several allusions 


1 Comp. especially Otto’s thorough investigation in the excursus, ‘The 
External Testimonies to the Authenticity of the Pastoral Epistles,” appended to 
his work, Ueber die geschichtl. Verhiiltnisse der Pastoralbriefe. 

2 The appeal to Euseb. H. Z. iii. 26, who quotes words from a work of 
Justin’s, is out of place, since the expression: 7d wiya ais ésor:Bsins wuorhpiay, 
oceurring there, does not belong to the quoted passage. 

3 We should also note Theoph. Ant. ad Aut. i. 2: dams 4 xual rodeo tis d:iyun, 
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to passages in our epistles; thus, Ley. pro Christ. pp. 37, 39, 
etc.—It might indeed be thought strange, that when the older 
ecclesiastical writers are dealing with the same subjects as 
occur in the Pastoral Epistles, or subjects akin to them, there 
is not some more definite allusion to these epistles; but this 
is quite natural, when we take into account their relative inde- 
pendence.—According to the testimonies quoted, it is a point 
beyond dispute that the Pastoral Epistles from an early time 
were regarded in the catholic church as genuine Pauline 
Epistles. It is different, indeed, with the Gnostic heretics.’ In 
Marcion’s Canon all three are wanting,and Tatian acknowledged 
only the Epistle to Titus as genuine. We cannot infer, from 
the absence of the epistles in his Canon, that Marcion did not 
know them. Jerome, in his introduction to the Commentary 
on the Epistle to Titus, reproaches him as well as other 
heretics with rejecting the epistles wilfully. It is well known 
what liberties Marcion ventured to take with many N. T. 
writings recognised by himself as genuine; and it is quite in 
keeping with his usual method, that he should without further 
ado omit from the Canon epistles containing so decided a 
polemic against Gnostic tendencies. The striking fact, how- 
ever, that Tatian acknowledges the Epistle to Titus as genuine, 
may arise from his being more easily reconciled to it than to 


Tod merAAL AuuBdve rods avOpirovs mETdvolmy xual aPso Bwupriay Os Jdaros xat 
Rovrpoy Tariyytvecins Thvrus rods mpooiyrus 7 aAnOEIn xul avarvevvwptvous ; COMP. 
with Tit. iii. 5. 

1 Nevertheless, in the fragments of some Gnostics, preserved to us by the 
Fathers, there are some passages which point back to the Pastoral Epistles. 
Thus in Herakleon (Clem. Al. Strom. Book iv. p. 502) the phrase : dpyjcacbas 
tavroy ob dvvaras, is to be compared with 2 Tim. ii. 13 ; and in the extracts from 
Valentinian sources which are contained in the work: ’Ex cay @ecdsrov xu) cis 
AVL ONS xaroupevns Warnaerlas nara rovs Ovarsyrivov a pavovs triropel, usually 
appended to the writings of Clem. Al., we have the expression 9a: &zpociroy, 
with which comp. 1 Tim. vi. 16. See on this, Otto, Zc. 

? Licet non sint digni fide, qui fidem primam irritam fecerunt, Marcionem 
loquor et Basilidem et omnes haereticos, qui V. laniant Test., tamen eos aliqua 
ex parte ferremus, si saltem in Novo continerent manus suas. . . . Ut enim de 
ceteris epistolis taceam, de quibus quidquid contrarium suo dogmati viderant 
eraserunt, nonnullas integras repudiandas crediderunt, ad Timotheum videlicet 
utramque, ad Hebraeos et ad Titum. . . . Sed Tatianus, qui et ipse nonnullas 
Pauli epistolas repudiavit, hanc vel maxime, h. e, ad Titum, Apostoli pronunti- 
andam credidit ; parvipendens Marcionis et aliorum qui cum eo in hac parte 
consentiunt, assertionem, 
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the Epistles to Timothy, because in it the heretics are more 
distinctly called Jewish heretics than in the latter; comp. 
1,10, 14, ui. 9. But however that may be, the opposition 
of these heretics, when the genuineness of the epistles is 
recognised by the Fathers, can furnish no reason for doubt, 
all the less that Tertullian even expresses his wonder how 
Marcion could have left them out of his Canon.—After Tatian, 
their genuineness remained uncontested till the beginning of 
this century ; only the more recent criticism has attempted to 
make it doubtful. At first the assault was directed against 
the First Epistle to Timothy. After J. E. C. Schmidt, in his 
Introduction, had expressed some doubts, its authenticity 
was disputed in the most decided manner by Schleier- 
macher in his letter to Gass, 1807. Schleiermacher acknow- 
ledged the authenticity of the two other epistles, and tried 
to explain the origin of the First by saying that the others 
had been used and imitated. He was at once opposed by 
Planck, Wegscheider, Beckhaus, who stoutly defended the 
epistle attacked by him; but the controversy was by no 
means settled by them. Criticism went farther on the way 
once opened, directing its weapons against the presupposition 
from which Schleiermacher set out in his polemic. From the 
inner relationship of all three epistles, it was impossible to 
deny that many grounds which Schleiermacher urged against 
the authenticity of the one epistle were not less strong against 
that of the others. Eichhorn therefore attacked the authen- 
ticity of all three, and was followed by de Wette (in his 
Einleitung ins N. T. 1826), but with some uncertainty. For 
although de Wette declared them to be historically incon- 
ceivable, and combined Schleiermacher’s view, that the First 
Epistle to Timothy arose from a compilation of the other two, 
with Eichhorn’s theory, that not one of the three was Pauline, 
he still confessed that the critical doubts were not sufficient to 
overturn the opinion cherished for centuries regarding these 
epistles, which did indeed contain much Pauline matter, 
and that the doubts therefore only affected their historical 
interpretation. — De Wette’s theory, so wavering in itself, 
was besides only of a negative character. Eichhorn, on the 
other hand, had already tried to reach some positive result, 
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by expressing the opinion that the epistles were written by a 
pupil of Paul in order to give a summary of his verbal instruc- 
tions regarding the organization of churches. In this he was 
supported by Schott (Zsagoge, 1830), who, in a very arbitrary 
fashion, ascribed the authorship to Luke—Again, there was 
no lack of defenders of the epistles assailed. Hug, Bertholdt, 
Veilmoser, Guericke, Bohl, Curtius, Kling, and others’ took 
up the defence, partly in writings of a general character, partly 
in special treatises. Heydenreich and Mack also made a point 
of refuting the charges in their commentaries on the Pastoral 
Epistles—Eichhorn’s positive result had remained very uncer- 
tain, a mere suggestion without any tenable grounds. So long 
as no firmer and better supported theory was brought forward, 
the defence also had no sure basis. Baur was right (Die sog. 
Pastoralbriefe des Ap. P. aufs neue kritisch untersucht, 1835) in 
saying that “there was no sufficient basis for a critical judg- 
ment so long as it was known only that the epistles could not 
be Pauline; that some positive data must also be established 
by which they could be transferred from the time of the 
apostle to some other.” The theory which Baur had formed 
of the relations of Christian antiquity, together with the pecu- 
lar character of the Pastoral Epistles, led him to believe that 
they had been written while Marcionite errors were current, 
and written by an author who, without being able to get rid 
of Gnostic views himself, had in the interests of the Pauline 
party put his polemic against Gnostic doctrines in the mouth 
of the Apostle Paul. In this way Baur thought he had found 
a firm positive foundation for criticism, and thereby brought it 
to a conclusion. But his opinion did not stand uncontested. 
Baumgarten, Bottger, and Matthies, in particular, appeared 
against it, and it is only the later Tiibingen school that has 
given adherence to it. Even de Wette, in his commentary, 
1844 (though he was more decided than ever in disputing the 
authenticity), declared himself against it, though in a some- 
what uncertain fashion. His words are: “ Since the references 


1 Neander, also, in his Gesch. der Pflanzung . . . der Kirche, 1832; con- 
fessing, however, that he had not the same confident conviction of the genuine- 
ness of the First Epistle to Timothy as of the direct Pauline origin of all the 
other Pauline Epistles. 
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to Marcion are not at all certain, and the testimonies to the 
existence of the Pastoral Epistles cannot be got over, we must 
apparently assume an earlier date for their composition, say at 
the end of the first century.’—Credner, in his Finleitung ins 
NV. T. 1836, advanced a peculiar hypothesis, viz., that, of the 
three epistles, only the one to Titus is genuinely Pauline, with 
the exception of the first four verses; that the Second Epistle 
to Timothy is made up of two Pauline Epistles, the one written 
during the first, the other during the second imprisonment at 
Rome, and is interwoven with some pieces of the forger’s own ; 
lastly, that the First Epistle to Timothy is a pure invention. 
As a matter of course this ingenious hypothesis found no 
adherents, and, later, Credner himself (das N. 7. nach Zweck, 
Ursprung, Inhalt fiir denkende Leser der Bibel, 1841-1843, 
chap. i. pp. 98 f.) withdrew it, and declared all three letters to 
be not genuine.-—Soon after the appearance of this commen- 
tary, Wiesinger, in his commentary, 1850, declared himself 
for the genuineness of all three epistles, and made a thorough- 
going defence of them. Later, however, Schleiermacher’s 
hypothesis found a supporter in Itudow (in the work already 
quoted, 1850).—Reuss, in the second edition of his Gesch. der 
heil. Schrifien, 1853, is not quite certain of the genuineness of 
the Epistle to Titus and of the First Epistle to Timothy, but is 
quite confident that the Second Epistle to Timothy is genuine. 
On the other hand, Meyer, after declaring in the first edition 
of his Commentary on the Epistle to the Romans, 1836, 
the genuineness of the Second Epistle to Timothy to be 
beyond doubt, in the second edition of the same commentary, 
1854, acknowledges that the three epistles stand or fall 
with each other; and that if they were written by Paul, it 
could only have been after the first imprisonment in Rome, 
the one mentioned by Luke. At the same time, he disputes 
the reality of a release and a second imprisonment, and 
therefore cannot admit the genuineness of all three epistles. 
His remarks amount to this, that the more precarious the 
proof of the second imprisonment, the greater justification 
there is for the doubts of the genuineness, doubts arising from 
the epistles themselves—About the same time, Guericke, in 
his Neutest. Isagogik, 1854, re-stated his conviction of the 
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genuineness of all three epistles. Mangold (in his work, Dre 
Irrlehrer der Pastoralbriefe, 1856) admits, on the contrary, 
that neither the heresy mentioned in the epistles, nor the 
precepts contained in them regarding church matters, militate 
against their origin in the time of Paul. At the same time, 
he remarks that their authenticity is dependent on the solution 
of a whole series of other questions, and that the weight of 
these compels him to take the side of the exegetes who do not 
acknowledge their Pauline origin—Bleek (Kinleitung ins N. T. 
1866) defends the genuineness of the Epistle to Titus and of 
the Second Epistle to Timothy. Regarding the First Epistle 
to Timothy, he thinks that it presents difficulties so consider- 
able that we may suppose it to have been written in Paul’s 
name by an author somewhat later, but within the orthodox 
church. Hausrath (Der Apostel Paulus, 1872) considers the 
epistles to be not genuine, but conjectures that the Second 
Epistle to Timothy is based “on a short letter addressed to 
Timothy by the apostle from his imprisonment in Rome.” 
Plitt thinks them Pauline in contents, but supposes that “they 
have been worked up afterwards by the addition of one or two 
utterances from oral tradition, which has given a somewhat 
different colour to them.” As the latest decided defenders of the 
genuineness besides Otto (1860), we may name specially, L. 
Ruffet (1860), van Oosterzee (1861,’74), and Hofmann (1874). 


The reasons which chiefly awaken doubt regarding the 
genuineness of the epistles are the following three :—(1) the 
difficulty of conceiving historically that Paul composed them ; 
(2) allusions and discussions which point to a later time than 
that of the apostles ; and (3) their peculiarity in development 
of thought and mode of expression, departing in many respects 
from the epistles which are recognised to be genuine. 

As to the jirst reason, the difficulty exists only when we 
presuppose that the apostle was not released from the Roman 
imprisonment mentioned in Acts, and that therefore the First 
Epistle to Timothy and the Epistle to Titus must have been 
composed before, the Second Epistle to Timothy during that 
imprisonment, if they are to be considered genuine at all. But 
this presupposition, as already shown, has no sufficient grounds, 
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and with it disappears one reason for disputing the authenticity 
of the epistles. 

In regard to the second reason, there are especially three 
points to be considered—(1) the heretics against whom all 
the three epistles contend; (2) the church-organization pre- 
supposed in the First Epistle to Timothy and in the Epistle 
to Titus; and (3) the institution of widows, mentioned in the 
First Epistle to Timothy. 

1. In regard to the heretics, comp. § 4. Only by taking a 
false view of their nature can these be adduced as testifying 
against the authenticity of the epistles. In what the author 
says of them, there is nothing which compels us to assign 
them to the post-apostolic age. 

2. The church - organization. — Those who dispute the 
genuineness of the Pastoral Epistles, especially Baur and de 
Wette, reproach their author with hierarchical tendencies, and 
maintain that the establishment and improvement of the 
hierarchy, as intended by the hints given in these epistles, 
could not have been to Paul’s advantage. While de Wette 
contents himself with this general remark, Baur goes more 
into detail. In the earlier work on the Pastoral Epistles, he 
remarks that in the genuine Pauline Epistles there is no trace 
of distinct officers for superintending churches (comp. on the 
contrary, Rom. xii. 8: 6 mpoiorduevos; 1 Cor. xii. 28: 
xuBepyyoess), Whereas, according to these epistles, the churches 
were already so organized that émrioxkorrot, mpeoBvrepor, and 
dsaxovoe have a significant prominence. In this he assumes 
that the plural wpeoBvrepou denotes collectively the presidents 
who, each with the name of ésicKozros, superintended the 
individual churches. In the later work on Paul, Baur asserts 
that the Gnostics, as the first heretics proper, gave the first 
impulse to the establishment of the episcopal system. Granted 
that such was the case, that very fact would be a reason for 
dating the composition of the epistles earlier than the time of 
Gnosticism, since there is no trace in them of a regular 
episcopal system. Even if Baur’s view regarding the relation 
of the expressions mpeoBvrtepo. and émicKomros were correct, 
the meaning of émicxomros here would be substantially different 
from that which it had later in the true episcopal system. — In 
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our epistles we still find the simplest form of church-organiza- 
tion. The institution of the deacons had already arisen in the 
beginning of the apostolic age, and although tradition does not 
record at what time the presbytery began or how it was intro- 
duced, it must, apart from all the evidence in Acts, have 
arisen very early, as we cannot conceive a church without 
some superintendence. But all the instructions given in our 
epistles regarding the presbyters and deacons have clearly 
no other purpose than to say that only such men should be 
taken as are worthy of the confidence of the church, and are 
likely to have a blessed influence. — Where in this is there 
anything hierarchical ? How different the Epistles of Ignatius 
are on this point! Had the Pastoral Epistles arisen at a later 
time, whether at the end of the first or in the middle of the 
second century, the ecclesiastical offices would have been 
spoken of in quite another way. Wiesinger is right in in- 
sisting on the identity between bishop and presbyter which 
prevails in the epistles, on the entire want of any special 
distinctions given to individuals, and also on the absence of 
the diaconate in the Epistle to Titus. “On the whole,” says 
Wiesinger, “there is clearly revealed the primitive character 
of the apostolic church - organization” (comp. also Zockler, 
ic. p. 68). Wiesinger is also right when he points to 
dpéyecOar ericKorhs, to the veddurtos, and to the SiSaKTiKds 
as signs that the epistles were composed in the later period 
of Paul’s labours. It may be thought strange, however, that 
while such indications are not contained in the epistles 
recognised to be genuine, they are given here; but it must, 
on the other hand, be observed that it must have been the 
apostle’s chief concern in the later period of his life, all the 
more that he saw the church threatened by heretics, to instruct 
the men who had to take his place in setting up and main- 
taining the arrangements for the life of the church.’ There 

1 The charge, that the system is insisted on too strongly, is in any case exag- 
gerated. In the Second Epistle to Timothy nothing is said of it at all, and in 
the two others it is discussed only in a few single passages, and in such simple 
fashion that nothing more is said than is absolutely necessary. In particular, 
the divine origin of the episcopal office is nowhere named, much less emphasized. 


Even Clement of Rome insists on the significance of the office quite differently 
from what is done here. 
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is no ground whatever for asserting that Paul had not the 
least interest in ecclesiastical institutions, and that this want 
had its deep ground in the spirit and character of the Pauline 
Christianity. Besides, all this is in most striking contrast 
with the information given us in Acts regarding the nature of 
the apostle’s labours.’ 

3. The institution of widows.—Schleiermacher quoted what 
is said in 1 Tim. v. 9 ff. regarding the yypa, as a proof 
of the later origin of this epistle. At the same time, he did 
not, like many other expositors, understand ver. 9 to refer to 
their being placed on the list of those whom the church sup- 
ported, but to their admission as deaconesses; and he thinks 
that such a regulation, ordaining that deaconesses shall pro- 
mise perpetual widowhood, that they shall not marry a second 
time, and that their children shall be grown up, is not con- 
ceivable in the apostolic age (Ueber den 1 Br. an Tim. pp. 
215-218). While Schleiermacher thus takes y7pa to be a 
name for the deaconesses, Baur gives a different explanation of 
the word as used in ver. 9. He thinks that this expression 
denoted, in the ecclesiastical language of the second century, 
those women who devoted themselves to an ascetic mode of 
life, and who in this capacity formed an ecclesiastical grade 
very closely connected with the grade of émicxKorrot, mpecSv- 
Tepot, and SidKovot, on which account the name of deaconesses 
was given to them. It seems, says Baur further, that they 
were not real widows, but bore that name. As a proof of this, 
Baur quotes in particular the passage of Ignatius, Hp. ad 
Smyrn. chap. 13, where he greets tods olxovs tev adeApav 
avy yuvarét Kal téxvows, Kal Tas TapOévous, Tas eyouévas 
xnpas. But that passage only proves that in the second 
century there were virgins who, of course for ascetic reasons, 
remained in that condition, lead a retired life, and, as solitaries, 
were named y%pau.” It cannot, however, be in the least 

1 Only this much is correct, that Paul in his apostolic labours could not begin 
with regulations for the church, and could not expect salvation from church- 
organization. But later, when there had developed a manifold life in the churches, 
he kept organization more in mind—a fact which does not conflict with his peculiar 
spirit. Luther’s conduct in this respect forms an interesting parallel. 


2 It is incorrect to interpret, as do Bottger and Wiesinger, rapéivovs of real 
widows, and to take the addition ras Asyoutvas xvpus as a more precise explana- 
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inferred from this that the yjpac named in the First Epistle 
of Timothy were such zap@évor ; on the contrary, everything 
here said of the yzpac shows that actual widows are meant. 
It is true that in ver. 9 only those widows are spoken of who 
can be called church-widows ; but Bauv’s assertion, that at the 
time of the composition of the epistle, according to ver. 11, 
virgins also were received into the number, is an erroneous 
opinion, which can only be supported by a wrong interpreta- 
tion of the verse. On the whole, however, it is very question- 
able whether we should think of deaconesses at all in the 
passage. This view was disputed formerly by Mosheim and 
recently by de Wette. Mosheim supposes that the yjpas, as 
ecclesiastical personages, are to be kept distinct from the 
deaconesses, and that Tertullian, de vel. virg. chap. ix., speaks 
of those who are also called mpeoPurides, presbyterae, pres- 
byterissae. (The other proof - passages to which Mosheim 
appeals are: Palladii vita Chrysostomi, p. 47 ; Hermae, Pastor, 
Vision II. p. 791, ed. Fabricii—Lucianus, de morte Peregrini, 
Works, vol. iii. p. 335, ed. Reitzian.; particularly also the 
eleventh canon of the Council of Laodicea, which in the trans- 
lation of Dionysius Exiguus runs thus: mulieres, quae apud 
Graecos presbyterae appellantur, apud nos autem viduae sentores, 
uniwirae et matriculariae nominantur, in ecclesia tanquam 
ordinatas constitui non debere.) The distinction, according to 
Mosheim, lay in this, that the deaconesses acted as attendants, 
observed what went on among the women, and did not venture 
to sit down among the clergy; while the spiritual widows 
occupied an honourable place in the congregation, had a kind 
of superintendence over other women, and were employed in 
instructing and educating the orphans who were maintained 
by the love of the churches. If Mosheim’s view is correct (see 
on this the exposition of 1 Tim. y. 9 ff.), we can see no reason 
why such a grade of widows should not have arisen in the 
apostolic age. Even de Wette thinks it probable that, from 
the very first, pious widows had an ecclesiastical position, and 
his only objection is that in this place it is presupposed to be 
a position defined by law and resting on a formal election. 


tion of the expression wapéévovs. In that case Ignatius could not but have said; 
Tas Npus, Tas Asyoutvas wapbEvous. 
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But xatadreyécOw in ver. 9 by no means presupposes an 
election in the proper sense. The demand that the widow 
should be vos dvdpos yuvy has caused much difficulty ; this 
difficulty, however, vanishes when the expression is rightly 
explained (see the exposition). 

Besides the points mentioned, many others are quoted in 
proof by the opponents of the authenticity; all these, how- 
ever, fall to the ground when the passages are explained. 
There is no doubt that the attacks often proceed from nothing 
but a groundless view of the relations of the apostolic age, 
and not seldom rest on the wrong presupposition that usages 
and views met with in authors of the second century were 
formed only in their time, and were not rather propagated 
from the preceding age. We can only discuss one more point 
here, and that is the assumed veorys of Timothy. It has 
been thought strange that in both Epistles to Timothy he 
should be spoken of as still a young man; that, as de Wette 
says, the author “places him on a low footing, reminding him, 
as a beginner whose faith is weak and doctrine hesitating, of 
his pious education, of the instruction received from Paul, of 
the use of the Holy Scriptures, questioning his ability to 
understand a parable, and exhorting him, as a coward, to 
brave devotion to the cause of the gospel.” We need hardly 
remark how much exaggeration there is in this description. 
But as to Timothy’s youth, de Wette assumes that at the 
time of the apostles Roman imprisonment he had already 
been about ten years in the ministry of the gospel, and was 
then at least thirty-five years of age. This reckoning, how- 
ever, is very uncertain. The manner in which he is spoken 
of in Acts xvi. 1 ff., on his first acquaintance with the apostle, 
would rather suggest that he was then a good deal younger 
than twenty-five. It is to be observed that Paul, in the First 
Epistle to the Corinthians, also feels himself compelled to remark 
regarding Timothy: pm tus avtov éEovfevnon, which remark 
was certainly caused by his youth; see Meyer on the passage. 
—Besides, we must take into consideration both the ditference 
between his age and that of the apostle, and also the relation 
of his age to the position which the apostle had assigned to 
him shortly before the composition of the epistle, and which 
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gave him the superintendence over the church with the oldest 
in it, etc.! Further, we do not see what should have moved 
a forger to represent Timothy as younger than he could have 
been according to historical facts——It is not right to say that 
the pressing exhortations imparted to him in the epistles 
place him on too low a footing, since Paul had had many sad 
experiences in the last period of his life, and he is far from 
refusing to put any confidence in his pupil. 

As to the third reason, we have already remarked that the 
Pastoral Epistles have much that is peculiar in expression and 
in development of thought. The only question is, whether 
the peculiarity is great enough to be an argument against 
their apostolic origin. The number of dra& Neyopeva occur- 
ring in them is obviously not decisive, since every one of 
Paul’s epistles contains less or more of such expressions 
peculiar to itself; thus the Epistle to the Galatians has over 
fifty ; the Epistles to the Ephesians and the Colossians have 
together over 140.—The use of some of these expressions in 
later authors (¢.g. avOpwros Tod Ocod in Ignatius, Lp. ad Rom. 
chap. 6; didacKarias Saoviwv in Tertullian, De praescr. haer. 
chap. 7) is clearly no proof that they belong only to post- 
apostolic times. It would be otherwise if such expressions 
could be shown to have arisen from some view or custom 
which was formed only in a later age; but that is not the 
case. The statements that the expression pds yuvatKos 
avyp presupposes an unapostolic view of marriage, that the 
plural Bacvre?s points to a period when, in consequence of the 
custom of adoption, introduced since Hadrian, there were 
co-emperors besides the emperor proper, and other similar state- 
ments, made by Baur, are arbitrary and without proof. On the 
other hand, the peculiar circumstances of these epistles made 
peculiar expressions necessary. Apart from the reference to 
the circumstances of the church here discussed, and to the 
position of the receivers of the epistles as assisting the apostle 


1 Bleek takes objection to undeis cov rHs veornros xaru@poveirw, because ‘* though 
Timothy was not yet at the time exactly old, he had been Paul’s trusted helper 
for many years, and had received the most weighty commissions.” It is, how- 
ever, to be observed, that Paul in the epistle is giving him a position in the 
church such as he had never before occupied. 
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in his ministry, there is especially the heretical tendency, 
which could not but exercise a distinct influence on the 
expression. This would happen not merely in passages 
directly polemical, but also in the sections containing more 
general exhortations connected by the author in any way with 
the heretical errors. Wiesinger is right in remarking: “ Con- 
sidering all the circumstances, that the epistles are aimed at 
new phenomena, that they are addressed to fellow-teachers, 
that they are kindred in contents, and were composed at the 
same time, the peculiar vocabulary is conceivable, and, in 
comparison with Paul’s other epistles, presents no special 
difficulty.’—The epistles are peculiar, not only in individual 
expressions, but also in the entire manner of their thought 
and composition, and from this some have tried to prove that 
they are not genuine. But even this phenomenon is sufficiently 
explained by the peculiar circumstances, in so far as they are 
in some sort business letters, for the express purpose of con- 
veying to their receivers short and simple directions on certain 
points. In this way the lack of the dialectic, which else- 
where is so characteristic of Paul, is not surprising. Nothing 
is proved against their authenticity, when de Wette notes 
the peculiarity that “there is an inclination to turn’ away 
from the proper subject of the epistle to general truths, and 
then commonly a return is made, or a conclusion and resting- 
point found, in some exhortation or direction to the readers.” 
Such rapid transitions to general sentences are found often 
enough in Paul; comp. Rom. xiii. 10, xiv. 9, 17; 1 Cor. 
iv. 20, vii. 10, etc. Apart from the form of presenting the 
subject, the mental attitude indicated in the epistles is said 
to testify against the Pauline authorship. De Wette directs 
attention to the following points as un-Pauline:—the prevailing 
moral view of life, the frequent injunction and commendation 
of good works, of the domestic virtues among others, the 
advocacy of moral desert which almost (?) contradicts the 
Pauline doctrine of grace, the defence of the law in which 
a moral use of it is granted. But, on the one hand, emphasis 
is laid most strongly on the ethical character of Christianity 
in all Paul’s epistles; and, on the other, there is nothing in 
these epistles to advocate moral desert to the prejudice of 
PASTORAL EPISTLES, ry 
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divine grace. De Wette acknowledges the univeralism in 
1 Tin. ii. 4,iv. 10, Tit. ii. 11, to be Pauline, but he thinks that 
it has a different polemical bearing from that usual with Paul. 
The natural reason for this is, that Paul has not to do with 
Judaizing opposition here, as in his other Epistles. —De Wette’s 
chief complaint is, that the injunctions given to Titus and 
Timothy are too general and brief. But why could the 
apostle not have contented himself with giving the chief 
points of view from which they were to deal with the 
various cases? Besides, if they are really so brief, how 
comes it that the church has always found in them a rich 
treasure of pointed and pregnant instruction? Nor has the 
church erred in this respect, as may be seen from Stirm’s 
excellent treatise among others: “ Die pastoraltheologischen 
Winke der Pastoralbriefe,” in the Jahrb. fiir deutsche Theologve, 
1872, No. 1. 

It would certainly awaken justifiable scruples, if it could be 
proved that other Pauline epistles had been used in com- 
posing these three. The passages on which this charge is 
founded are as follow :—From the First Epistle to Timothy, 
i, 12-14 compared with 1 Cor. xv. 9, 10; u. 11, 12, with 
1 Cor. xiv. 34, 35. From the Second Epistle to Timothy, 
1. 83-5 compared with Rom. i. 8 ff.; 1. 5 with 1 Cor. ix. 24; 
ii. 6 with 1 Cor. ix. 7 ff; ii. 8 with Rom. i. 3; ii. 11 with 
Rom. vi. 8; ii. 20 with Rom. ix. 21; ii. 2 ff with Rom. 
i, 29 ff.; iv. 6 with Phil. ii, 17. From the Epistle to Titus, 
i. 1-4 compared with Rom.1i.1 ff. Certainly the partial agree- 
ment is too great to be considered purely accidental. But it 
is as natural to suppose that the same author, when led 
to deal with the same thoughts, employed a similar form of 
expression, as that a forger made use of some passages in the 
genuine epistles of Paul in order to give his work a Pauline 
colouring. 

As a whole, therefore, the diction and thought peculiar to 
the Pastoral Epistles cannot be regarded as testifying against 
their genuineness. But as each of the epistles may bear 
special traces of non-Pauline origin, we must further consider 
the criticisms made against them singly. 

The First Epistle to Timothy.—According to Schleiermacher, 
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it arose out of a compilation of the two other epistles. As 
proof of this, Schleiermacher mentions several facts, viz., that 
many expressions standing in a right connection in them, 
are here used unsuitably ; that resemblances and agreements 
are found which amount to an appearance of plagiarism ; and 
that this appearance is made an undeniable truth by mis- 
understandings and by difficulties, only to be explained by 
the hypothesis of their being imported from the one epistle 
into the other. The expressions to which Schleiermacher 
thus directs attention are as follow:—i. 1: cwtnp and KxaT 
éretayny (Tit. i. 3); ver. 2: yunolw téxvp év ricer (Tit. i. 4); 
ver. 4: poOor (Tit. i. 14); rpocéyew, yeveadoyiac (Tit. iii. 9); 
Entnoews (idem); ver. 6: adotoyncavtes (2 Tim. ii. 18); ver. 7: 
dvaBePavodcbar (Tit. iii. 8); ver. 10: tyatvovca didackanta ; 
ver. 16: brot’mwors ; ii. 7 compared with 2 Tim. i. 11; iii. 
2: vnpddioy (Tit. ii. 2); ver. 3: dwayov (Tit. iii. 2); ver. 4: 
oemvorns (Tit. ii. 7); ver. 9: &v KaBapd cuverdjoes (2 Tim. i. 
3); ver. 11: ju) SvaBerous (Tit. ii. 3); iv. 6: wapnKorovOnKas 
(2 Tim. iti. 10); ver. 7: Be@yXovs (2 Tim. ii. 16); ver. 9: muaros 
o Aoyos (2 Tim. ii. 11; Tit. iii, 8). But when considered 
impartially, these expressions are by no means unsuitably 
used in the First Epistle to Timothy; it cannot therefore be 
proved that they are borrowed, and borrowed unskilfully. 
The agreement of the Pastoral Epistles in their mode of 
expression is sufficiently explained by the fact that they were 
written with no long interval between them. Comp. with 
this the general agreement between the Epistles to the 
Colossians and to the Ephesians.— Besides this, however, 
Schleiermacher charges the epistle not only with want of 
internal connection, launching out often from one subject to 
another, but also with containing many thoughts foreign to 
Paul (i. 8, ii. 14, 15, ii. 5, etc.). But on the former point it 
is to be noted that the epistle is not a work on doctrine, but a 
business. letter, in which subjects of various kinds are treated 
according to circumstances; and on the Jatter point, that the 
thoughts mentioned are not at all in contradiction with Paul's 
views.—De Wette, too, has no grounds for asserting that the 
execution does not correspond with the aims proposed in the 
epistle. The passage in i. 3, for example, does not justify 
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any one in expecting an elaborate polemic against the heretics; 
it is sufficient for the purpose to give some of their charac- 
teristics. As a rule, Paul enters on a thorough polemic 
only against those opponents who disputed his gospel from 
presuppositions recognised by himself; this, however, was 
not the case with these heretics. — The charges, that the 
directions for managing the church are too general and insig- 
nificant, and that the exhortations given to Timothy (@. 18 f, 
Wet diy 120ff, ve 023) vis did off)sare not suitablesto aig 
character and position, are not to the point; and the same 
may be said of the assertion, that a business letter addressed 
to Timothy ought to discuss the apostle’s special relations 
with the church at Ephesus, which was so dear to him. As 
to other points, de Wette holds that Schleiermacher goes too 
far in his unfavourable judgment, and does not agree with the 
theory of a compilation. Still he, too, places this epistle 
after the other two, and considers it the last written, though 
he assigns all three to the same author. All this makes it 
inconceivable how the forger did not express in one epistle 
what he wished to write in the apostle’s name.— Mangold 
agrees with de Wette in regarding the First Epistle to 
Timothy as the last written. The chief cround for this view 
is the advanced stage of heresy shown in the epistle. When 
the Epistle to Titus was written, the heretics, according to 
this theory, still stood outside the church as purely Jewish 
Essenes, and had had some trifling success only in Crete. 
When the Second Epistle to Timothy was composed, they had 
found a more favourable soil in Ephesus; by fusing their 
dogmas with Christian ideas they had won over notable 
members of the church, so that there was a danger of 
this heresy eating into it like a cancer. The author was 
not deceived in this respect, but saw “the introduction of 
Hssene dogmas into Christianity completed,” and the heretical 
transformation of the fundamental ideas of Christianity into 
Hssenism carried out to its ultimate consequences; hence he 
wrote another Third Epistle. In the earlier epistle, however, 
“he had chosen the situation in Paul’s imprisonment just 
before his death,” and thus “he had now to select some 
earlier period in the apostle’s life for writing anew.” The 
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hypothesis is clever enough, but on the one hand there is no 
ground for presupposing that the heresy is more advanced 
in the First Epistle than in the Second, and on the other 
hand the forger would have acted most foolishly in placing 
the later stage of the heresy in an earlier period. Altogether, 
apart from the necessary explanation which these hypotheses 
give of some points, they leave many othér points quite 
untouched. Mangold, in agreement with de Wette, gives 
one more proof for this theory of later composition—viz. that 
the Hymenaeus, mentioned in the Second Epistle as a member 
of the church, had already been excommunicated in the First. 
But, granting the identity of the persons, why could Paul not 
bring forward later as a heretic a man who had been excom- 
municated for his heresy? Besides, in the manner in which 
the man is mentioned in 2 Tim. ii. 17, there is no indication 
that Timothy had known anything of him before. Bleek 
(Einleitung in das N. T.) has anew sought to prove the 
correctness of Schleiermacher’s view, that the First Epistle to 
Timothy is the only one not genuine. The chief ground on 
which he relies is the entire want of allusion to personal 
relations in the church; but this want is sufficiently explained 
by the motive of the epistle. Bleek thinks it strange that in 
the instructions regarding the bishopric no mention is made 
of any particular person in Ephesus fitted for the office; but 
we must remember that those instructions were given to 
Timothy not for the Ephesian Church alone. Stress is laid 
on the absence of any greetings from Paul to the church or 
to individual members of it, and from the Macedonian Chris- 
tians to Timothy; but greetings were not at all necessary, and 
there are other epistles in which they are altogether wanting 
or very subordinate. All the other reasons advanced by Bleek, 
he himself declares to be secondary. When impartially con- 
sidered, they are seen to have no weight—especially for one 
who, like Bleek, acknowledges that the epistle contains nothing 
un-Pauline. 

The Epistle to Titus—The criticisms made on this epistle 
by de Wette are, that it neither agrees with the state of 
things mentioned in it, nor corresponds with its purpose and 
the relation of the writer to the reader. As to the first 
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point, it rests chiefly on the erroneous theory, that the epistle 
was written soon after the gospel was first preached in Crete. 
If Christianity had already spread to Crete and in the island 
before the apostle arrived there, there would be nothing 
strange in mentioning the multitude of heretics, nor in the 
blame given to the Cretans in spite of their readiness to 
receive Christianity, nor in the instructions which presuppose 
that. Christianity had been some time in existence there. 
With regard to the second and third charge, we must note, 
on the one hand, that de Wette arbitrarily defines the purpose 
of the epistle to be, “to give to Titus instructions about the 
choice of presbyters, and about contending with heretics,” 
which certainly makes the greatest part of the epistle appear 
to be a digression from its purpose; and, on the other hand, 
that. the weight and importance of the general instructions 
and exhortations for the development of the Christian life 
have received too little recognition—Reuss (Gesch. d. hetligen 
Schriften des N. T., 2nd ed. 1853) shows greater caution 
than de Wette in his opinion: “The somewhat solemn tone 
may excite surprise, not less so that Paul apparently found it 
necessary in a special letter to say things to Titus which 
were self-evident. This surprise may, however, give way 
before the consideration that Paul did not consider it neces- 
sary to deliver to his substitute a kind of official instruction 
and authorization as his certificate in the churches. More 
simply and surely it may give way, when it is remembered that 
the apostle wrote for special reasons and that an important 
matter could never appear to him to be too strongly enjoined.” 
—aAs to other points, even de Wette acknowledges that the 
epistle, “though not written with the Pauline power, liveli- 
ness, and fulness of thought, has still the apostle’s clearness, 
good connection, and vocabulary.” 

The Second Epistle to Timothy.— In this epistle, apart from 
the historical inconceivability which it seems to him to share 
with the other two, de Wette takes exception to the following 
points, viz.: that, as already remarked, Timothy is not treated 
in a proper fashion, and that many exhortations (especially ii. 2, 
14-16, ili. 14—1v. 2), as well as the prophetic outbursts (iii. 1-5, 
iv. 3) and the polemic attacks Gi. 16-21, 23, iii. 6-9, 13), do 
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not accord with the purpose of inviting him to come to Rome. 
—But as to the first accusation, the apostle’s exhortations do 
not by any means presuppose such a feebleness of faith and 
faintness of heart in Timothy, as de Wette in too harsh 
a fashion represents; besides, a forger would hardly have 
sketched a picture of Timothy in contradiction with the 
reality. The second accusation is based solely on de Wette’s 
inability to distinguish between the occasion and purpose of 
an epistle. De Wette further finds fault with the epistle, 
that here and there it is written with no good grammatical 
and logical connection, and without proper tact (for which he 
appeals to ii. 11, iv. 8 !); but these are subjective judgments 
which decide nothing.—Schleiermacher declared the process 
of thought both in this epistle and in that to Titus to be 
faultless; and Reuss pronounces the following judgment on 
them: “ Among all the Pauline Epistles assailed by criticism, 
no one (except the one to Philemon) bears so clearly the 
stamp of genuineness as this epistle, unless it be considered 
without any perception of the state of things presented in it. 
The personal references are almost more numerous than any- 
where else, always natural, for the most part new, in part 
extremely insignificant ; the tone is at once paternal, loving, 
and confidential, as to a colleague; the doctrine brief and 
hastily repeated, not as to one ignorant and weak, but as from 
one dying who writes for his own peace.—The reference to 
the apostolic office is the chief point from beginning to end, 
and there is no trace of hierarchical ambition or any other later 
tendencies.” Bleek is decided in maintaining the authen- 
ticity both of the Epistle to Titus and of this epistle. 


The following are the results of an investigation which takes 
the actual circumstances into careful consideration :—1, The 
external testimonies are decidedly in favour of the authenticity 
of the epistles. 2. The difficulty of bringing them into any 
period of the apostle’s life disappears when we assume a second 
imprisonment at Rome. 3. The internal peculiarity of the 
epistles, both in regard to the matter discussed in them and 
in regard to the process of thought and mode of expression, 

resents much that is strange, but nothing to testify against 
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the authenticity. 4. “ There is no sufficient resting-place for 
the critical judgment of rejection, so long as we only know 
that the epistles cannot be Pauline; everything depends on 
proving positively that they arose at a later date.” Such is 
Baur’s opinion. But this positive proof entirely breaks down. 
Baur’s attempt has no evidence to support it; de Wette makes 
an uncertain conjecture; and Mangold, who sees Essenism in 
the heresy, himself admits that this is no reason for assigning 
the epistles to the post-apostolic age. If there are difficulties 
in vindicating the Pauline authorship, it is still more difficult 
to prove in whole or in part how a forger could manufacture 
three such epistles as these are, in form and contents, and 
foist them on the Apostle Paul.—Since, therefore, there is no 
sufficient proof of the post-apostolic origin of the epistles, we 
may further (as Wiesinger also has completely shown) main- 
tain their right to a place in the Canon as Pauline writ- 
ings, all the more that the Pauline spirit is not contradicted 
in them, and that, in comparison with the writings of the 
Apostolic Fathers, they show a decided superiority in their 
whole tenor." 


1 Guericke: ‘‘ The Pastoral Epistles are certainly not written in so fresh and 
lively amanner, nor do they enter as thoroughly into details, as do Paul’s earlier 
epistles. They show us the great apostle as a grey-haired man, bent with age, 
with persecution, with anxiety (?). His hate is especially sharpened against the 
enemies of the kingdom of God; but he is at the same time filled with asadness 
all the more deep, as he beholds the kingdom of Antichrist develop now and 
threaten the future. Thus the fragile (?) covering reveals all the more nobly 
the spirit of faith and love which dwelt within him.” 


Ilatrov mpos TipoOcov émictody pert. 


A, al. have the shorter inscription pig Tyzédsov d, which in D 
E F G is preceded by the word dpyerai, 
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Ver. 1. érayqy] & reads instead érayyeriay, a reading not 
found elsewhere, and not confirmed by its meaning; it may 
have arisen inadvertently from 2 Tim. 1. 1. — ©20d cwr7pos jutiv] 
In the later Mss. there is great variety in the reading, partly by 
arranging the words differently, partly by adding the article to 
one or other of them, partly by inserting the word raurpég; rod 
ourypos nuay cod, '73, 80, 116, 213, al., Arm.—rod owripos Ocod quay, 
37.—O:00 rarpis xu) owripos jay, 38, 48, 72, al., codd. — zat xupiov 
"Inood Xprorod| xa is omitted by various cursives, or placed before 
owrjpos ; the latter in the MSS, just named, as well as in Ambros., 
who has @<ot xa! owr%jpos 74%v; the former in Ar. pol., which has 
Oz0d cwr7pos judy, xvpiov. In many cursives xa is omitted along 
with xvpiov following it; @2od owrjpos quay, in 17, 31, al.; rod 
suwr7pos nav, 43, and in those above mentioned, 38, 48, 72, and 
in Ambros.—Cod. 118 has rod owrijpog quiiy ’I. X. nal xupiov 
"I. X.—xvpfov is wanting in the most important authorities, A 
D* F G, many cursives and translations (Syr. both, Copt. Sahid. 
Aeth., etc.); hence it is omitted by Griesb. Scholz, Lachm. 
Buttm. Tisch., while Matthaei has retained it with the remark : 
ita omnes omnino mei.— Instead of ‘Iycot Xpicrot, the most 
important Mss., etc., have the reading Xpsorod “Inood, which is 
therefore adopted by Griesb. & has the same reading as the Ree. : 
zai nupiov Ino. Xp.— Ver. 2. quay after caurpés is wanting in A B 
D* F G 17, 23, al., Copt. (not Sahid.) Arm. Slav., ete., and is 
therefore to be deleted; the interpolation is easily explained 
from a comparison with the other Pauline Epistles. — Ver. 4. 
For yeveuroyios, xevoroviass occurs as a conjecture. — Instead of 
Cnrjozs, ®, A and some cursives have éx@yrjoes, which is adopted 
by Tisch. 8. This reading may be the original one, which as 
a araé deyou. in the N. T. was changed into the usual furqjocis 5 
the meaning is the same.— O/zodouiay (fec.) is found perhaps in 
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no Greek ms. According to Tisch., D*** has it; but this is 
denied by Reiche (Comment. crit. in N. T. Il. p. 356). It 
is, according to Reiche: “nil nisi error typothetarum Erasmi, 
aut conjectura Erasmi ipsius;” the latter he considers more 
probable. By far the most have o/xoveusev; only D* and Iren. 
er. ap. Epiph. have oizodoujv (aedificationem: Lyr. Erp. Syr. p. 
inm. Vulg. Ambr. Aug. Ambrosiast.). The reading o/zovousay is 
supported by authorities so important, that we cannot doubt its 
correctness. Matthaei says: o/zovoziay ita omnes omnino mel, 
ac ii quidem, qui scholia habent, etiam in scholiis, uti quoque 
interpretes editi, ofxodow/e» nihil nisi error est typothetarum 
Erasmi, 6 cum » confuso, nisi Erasmus deliberato ita correxerit 
ad Latinum aedificationem. — Ver. 8. Instead of xypijras, Lachm. 
reads ypjonra, after A '73,Clem. The common reading is more 
natural, and is to be considered right, as the other has not 
sufficient testimony.— Ver. 9. Instead of the regular forms 
rarparwais and unrpurwes, A D F G 48, 72, 93, al. have 
rarpokwos and wnrporaweas, Which Lachm. and Tisch. have 
adopted; several cursives have warpudcia: and pwnrparoiass. — 
Ver. 11. In D* and several versions there stands before zaré 
the art. 77; a manifest interpolation in order to connect zaré 
xz.7.A. With the foregoing didacnarig.— Ver. 12. xai yépw 2xw] The 
most important authorities, A F G 17, 31, 67** 71, al., Copt. 
Aeth. Arm. Vulg., etc., also 8, are against xa, which seems to 
have been added in order to join this verse more closely with 
the previous one. In Matthaei zas stands without dispute. 
Lachm. and Tisch. 8 left it out; Tisch. 7, with Wiesinger, 
had retained it, following D K L, several versions, and Fathers. 
svduvamwouves we] S has the pres. évduvemotvr:, and omits ys; 
a reading supported by no other authority. — Ver. 13. roy 
xporepo ora] A D* F Gw 17, 67*** 71, 80, al., Dial. c. Mare. 
have +é instead of sé. The latter is a correction in order to 
join the partic. and the following subst. more closely with 
the previous we. Lachm. and Tisch. adopted ré. Matthaei, 
on the other hand, reads ov, with the remark: +d zp. in nullo 
meorum inveni, nisi in uno Chrysostomi « qui fortasse voluit, 
roy +> xporepov. Muralto likewise reads rév.— After tyra, A 73 
have we, which is also adopted by Lachm. It disturbs, however, 
the natural connection, and the authorities for it are not 
sufficient ; hence it is not adopted by Tisch. — Ver. 15. & omits 
rév before xéowov.— Ver. 16. Lachm. and Tisch. 7, following 
A D, etc, read Xp. ‘Ine.; Tisch. 8, following 8 K L P, 
reads "Ino. Xp.—Instead of s%oov, according to D K L, Tisch, 
rightly adopted dracuy from A F G, etc. — Ver. 17. Instead of 
apdéprw, D* has the reading déavécw, and F G have this word 
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inserted after uévwy.—The word og is rightly rejected by 
Griesb. Knapp, Lachm. Tisch. Buttm. and others, since A D* F 
G & 37, 179, 73, the Syr. Copt. Arm. and other versions testify 
against it. It was probably an interpolation from Rom. xvi. 27 ; 
Matthaei retained it, remarking: Vulgatum habet et repetit 
Chrys. xi. 569, 570; item i. 464, ¢. v. 393, e. Ath. ii. 425, 433. 
Attamen oo9% abest ap. Cyrill. v., a. 295, haud dubie casu ac per 
errorem. Ex omnibus omnino Codd. omittunt soli A D F G 37. 
Reiche (Comment. crit. in N. T. I. pp. 360-363) maintains 
that oog% cannot be an interpolation from Rom. xvi. 27, because 
the doxology there is not genuine. See, on the other hand, 
Meyer in his critical remarks on the passage ; he holds soga to 
be genuine, on internal grounds, viz.: (1) Because Paul had no 
reason for emphasizing the unity of God against the heretics ; 
and (2) because the reading wérw oop@ OH is the more difficult 
one. But these internal grounds are insufficient against the 
weight of the authorities. — Ver. 18. Instead of orpareiz, 8 has 
orpareion. 

Vv. 1, 2. As in most of his other epistles, Paul here calls 
himself an apostle of Jesus Christ in the narrower sense of 
the term, according to which it was applied only to those 
immediately called by Christ to the ministry of the gospel. He 
directs attention to the immediate nature of the call by adding 
the words kat’ émvtaynv Ocod cwrhpos jpov «7.r. In 1 Cor., 
2 Cor., Eph., Col., 2 Tim., sa OeAyparos Oecod is used for a 
like purpose. The expression kar’ émutayiy x«.7.r. is found 
elsewhere in the inscription only in Tit. i. 3, where, however, 
it is not placed in such close connection with dmocroXos as 
here (comp. besides Rom. xvi. 26, also 1 Cor. vii. 6; 
2 Cor. viii. 8). The Oédnwa is the source of the éritayy, by 
which we are to understand the commission given to the 
apostle. By this addition the apostle expresses his “ assured 
consciousness of the divine origin and worth of his apostle- 
ship” (Matthies). It is not, however, an “involuntary” 
expression. The apostle deliberately insists on his apostolic 
authority, for the very sufficient reason that he was laying 
down in his epistle rules for church life. Heydenreich’s 
suggestion, that Paul meant at the same time to con- 
firm Timothy’s position, is very far-fetched. — cod cwrtipos 
npov| This collocation of the words is only found else- 
where in the N. T. in Jude 25; in all passages of the Pastoral 
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Epistles it usually runs: 6 cw77p judv Ocds. In this passage 
caTp nav is added as in adjectival apposition to Qcod ; 
while in Luke i. 47 it is marked as a substantive by the 
article. In the Pastoral Epistles cwryp is used both of God 
(so frequently in O. T.; comp. LXX. Ps. xxiv. 5; Isa. xii. 2, 
xlv. 15, 21; Wisd. Sol. xvi. 7: Ecclus. li..1) andlof Chricts 
in the other Pauline Epistles (eg. Eph. v. 23; Phil. iii. 20), 
as well as in John iv. 42, Acts v. 31, etc. it serves to denote 
Christ. Heydenreich is right in remarking that God does 
not bear this name as preserver and benefactor of men in 
general, but on account of the means He has instituted for 
saving and blessing us through Christ. — cal Xpictod ’Incov] 
These words are added on account of the apostle’s Christology ; 
so also in Gal. i. 1. — ris €Amidos nua] Christ is so named 
because He is both “the ground of our hope” (Wiesinger) 
and the object of it. He is hoped for, because by Him the 
ceTnpia is brought to completion (Calvin: in eo solo residet 
tota salutis nostrae materia); comp. the expression in 
Col. i. 27: 9 éAmls ths S0&Rs.— Tiobém yrncip téxve év 
miotet| Paul calls Timothy his child; he was not so cata 
capka but év miote, since he was converted to the faith by 
Paul, as we learn from 1 Cor. iv. 14-17. Paul usually calls 
himself the father of those who had been led to the faith by 
him (comp. Gal. iv. 19). The idea of téxvoy is strengthened 
by yuyovos, perhaps by way of contrast with the heretics. 
The opposite of yvjnowos is vddos or ove dvT@s wv (comp. 
Plato, ep. 293). This addition also gives prominence to 
the fact that Timothy was his son in the faith, not in appear- 
ance but in truth ; hence Paul calls him also in 1 Cor. iv. 17 
his téxvoy ayarntov Kai miotov év Kupio. — év wicte] “in 
the sphere of faith,” is not to be connected with yvnol@ but 
with réxv@, as defined more closely by ywnolw ; comp. Tit. i. 4, 
and see Winer, p. 130 [E. T. p. 171]. — xapus, ereos, etpnun] 
This collocation occurs only in the Pastoral Epistles and in 
2 John 3; in the other Pauline Epistles it runs: yapus dui 
kal eipnvn. In Gal. vi. 16, however, eipyvy and é@deos are 
connected with one another. In Jude 2 wehave: édeos byiv 
kal eipnyn Kal ayarn. The three expressions manifestly do 
not indicate three different gifts of grace, but only one. The 
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distinction is, that ydpis points more to the soil from 
which the gift comes, and edpxjvn denotes its nature, while 
the €eos (standing between the two others in the Pastoral 
Epistles) lays stress on the element of compassionate love 
in xdprs.' Otto arbitrarily finds in &deos “a reference to 
the official position,’ appealing to such passages as 1 Tim. 
Pee Cor eaviee ose 2 Core Ja Paul does also 
acknowledge that his call to the ministry of the word came 
from God’s é@deos; but it does not follow from this that 
the word édeos is used only in reference to the official 
position ; comp. Gal. vi. 16; 2 Tim. i. 16, 18.— dod Ocod 
mTatpos Kav «.T.X.] Even with the reading #uév the genitive 
Xpictod "Incod cannot be made to depend on Oeov. Next 
to the Father, Paul names Christ as the source from which 
the blessing comes, because all the Father’s gifts of blessing 
come through the Son. 

Vy. 3, 4. The apostle reminds Timothy, in the first place, 
of a previous exhortation, obviously for the purpose of impress- 
ing it more deeply on him.—The most natural construction 
of the sentence appears to be, to take it as an anacolouthon, 
to connect év Edécw with mpocpeivar, to refer mopevopevos 
to the subject of mapexddeoa, and to make éva dependent on 
mapexaheod oe «.7.’. This construction is held by most 
expositors to be the only admissible one. The missing 
apodosis cannot, however, be supplied before tva, because iva 
is closely connected with what precedes; we may insert with 
Erasmus “ita facito,’ or with Beza “vide,” or with most 
expositors “ oTw Kal viv twapakado” (Winer, p. 530 [E. T. 
p. 592]). The peculiarity in such an involuntary (Buttm. 
p- 331) anacolouthon is, that the grammatical connection is 
not established by inserting the omitted apodosis. The most 


1 Wiesinger is right in not agreeing with Olshausen, who wishes to see in the 
expressions cwr7p, taxis, 2220s, a special reference to the apostle’s position as a 
prisoner. Van Oosterzee aptly remarks: ‘‘Grace may be called the greatest 
benefaction for the guilty, compassion for the suffering, peace for the contend- 
ing (?) disciple of the Lord.” Hofmann is right in his remark on 1 Tim. i. 1, 
that xdéps with 270 does not denote God’s thoughts, but ‘that in which His 
thoughts are shown, the grace which man receives.” In his explanation of 
1 Tim. i. 2: ‘ vas is that which is imparted to man by God, who wishes him 
well,” the idea of xépis is made far too general. 
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simple course is to suppose that the apostle had “otro Kai 
vov Tapakar®” or “ovT@ trove” in mind, but the place for 
it was lost in the abundance of the thoughts that streamed 
in on him.—Several expositors depart from the construction 
commonly accepted. Matthies takes mpocpetvar as “ stay,” 
not as “remain behind,” refers vropevdmevos not to the subject 
of wapexdreoa, but to oe (making an unjustifiable appeal to 
Eph. ii. 17, 18, iv. i 2; Col. iii, 16%), and explains the 
whole thus: When Timothy was intending to travel to 
Macedonia, Paul had charged him to stop at Ephesus and 
remain there. Schneckenburger (see his Bevtrége z. Hinl. pp. 
182 ff.) arbitrarily changes the infin. mpocpetvar into the 
partic. mpoopelivas, and refers mopevouevos to the following 
clause: tva mapayyeidns. Otto treats wopevouevos in the same 
way, at the same time connecting év’E¢éow with mapexdreca, 
taking mpooetvat in an absolute sense, making the apodosis 
begin with wa, and translating: “Just as I exhorted you to 
stand firm in Ephesus, so shalt thou on the journey to 
Macedonia command the people not to give attention to 
strange teachers, nor to hold them in esteem,” ete. This 
construction is, however, so artificial, that it is obviously 
incorrect to every one who is not blinded by the desire of 
placing the date of the composition of the epistle in a period 
of the apostle’s life known to us. 


REMARK.—In order to justify his view of the sentence, Otto 
tries to prove the incorrectness of the usual construction, and to 
eet rid of the objections to his own. The hypothesis of an ellipsis 
he rejects on account of the rule that the emphatic word can 
never be omitted, and that if we supply the apodosis by “ odrw xa? 
voy wapaxara, the emphatic words are zai viv. But these words 
are not by any means the most emphatic. The apostle might 
be using them not specially of the contrast between past and 
present, but only to give point to his former exhortation; hence 
he might easily omit the apodosis. Otto further maintains, that 
in the usual construction xadws, which always denotes a material, 


1 In the passages quoted, Paul adds the participles to the previous clauses in 
the nom., and these participial clauses thus acquire the independence due to 
them according to the context. But in these passages the relation of the 
participial clause to the preceding main clause is quite different from what 
it is here, where there is no reason whatever for departing from the regular 
construction. 
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actual correspondence, even to identity of motives, and further, 
of material contents, does not get its full force. On this point 
we indeed grant that the peculiar meaning of xadds (as distin- 
guished from ag) is not distinctly marked by the expositors ; but 
it is not at all necessary in the usual interpretation to weaken 
arbitrarily the force of x«éws, since the apostle’s former exhorta- 
tion could not but be his guide in the present one. Still less 
difficulty, however, is presented by zadd¢, 1f we choose to supply 
orm sofes (aS Hofmann does), since the meaning then is, that 
Timothy’s conduct is to be conformed to the exhortation already 
given by the apostle. — Otto tries further to show that in the 
usual explanation the participle sopevéuevog is not in its proper 
place. The rules which Otto lays down on the subject of 
participial clauses in order to support his assertion are, on the 
whole, not incorrect. The passages he quotes from the N. T. 
certainly show that the participle following a finite verb mostly 
defines it more precisely; that it either explains more precisely 
the verbal notion, or gives the accompanying circumstances 
of the verb. But Otto has overlooked the departures from 
this rule which occur in the N. T.; comp. Luke iv. 40 with 
Mark i. 31; Matt. xii. 49 with Acts xxvi.1; Matt. xxii. 15 with 
Matt. xi. 14; further, Luke xxiv. 17.1 It cannot be denied 
that the participle following sometimes gives simply the time 
in which the action of the finite verb takes place; that here, 
therefore, the opevéuevoe may sunply denote the time of the 
former exhortation.” Otto quotes the passage in Acts xi. 25 
as supporting the rule that the participle following should serve 
to explain the verbal notion, and justifies this by saying that 
the participle TAnpucures Thy Osaxoviay gives the motwe of the 
return. But to give the motive is no explanation. In this 
passage, however, the position of the participle after the finite 
verb is justified in this way, that it gives the motive for the 
action expressed by the finite verb. So, too, in the passage here 
there is nothing to be said against the connection of sopevdmevoc 
With rupexdarcou, SO Soon as we suppose that the journey was the 


1 Otto tries to weaken the force of this passage against him by assuming a 
rhetorical inversion, because, he says, it is declared ‘‘that taking a walk and 
holding solemn dispute are inconsistent with one another” (!). 

2 In his groundless denial of this, Otto thinks that if ropevsueves be joined to 
repexer2ow it must be assumed to bea circumstance accompanying the rapexdartoa, 
but that this assumption is impossible, since a continuing fact (part. pres.) can- 
not be regarded as the accompanying circumstance of a concluded fact (part. 
aor.). But Otto overlooks the fact that sopevéuevos in this connection is not to 
be understood in the sense of continuing a journey, but in the sense of beginning 
one, of setting out. 
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occasion for Paul giving Timothy the exhortation in question. 
Lastly, Otto attacks the usual construction from the notion of 
zpooweivos, because this word is explained in the construction to be 
equivalent to “remain, stay;” whereas, when not connected with 
a dative (or with a participial clause representing a dative), but 
standing absolutely, it has the meaning: “to maintain the posi- 
tion hitherto possessed, to stand firm.” Hence, if any definition 
of place is added, it is not as a completion of the verbal notion, 
but only indicates where the standing firm takes place. Otto 
infers from this: “accordingly 2 ’Egow here does not complete 
rpoouetvas, but rather rpooweivas is absolute, and év ’Epéow gives the 
place at which the whole sentence, viz. rupexcrcod o¢ wpoopetias, 
took place.” This inference is obviously incorrect, since from 
Otto’s premises it only follows that, if @& “Egicw belongs to 
apoousives, the place is thus given where Timothy is to stand fast, 
—in particular against the heretics,—it does not follow that & 
"Egéow may be connected with spocuciver. Besides, from Acts 
xvill. 18, it is clear beyond dispute that zpoouéve does occur in 
the N. T. in the weakened sense of “remain, stay.”* Otto does 
not disguise the objections to his view, but he thinks that when 
thoroughly weighed they are more apparent than real. In this, 
too, he is wrong. It is indeed right to say that in the N. T.a 
sentence often begins with ia without any verb preceding on 
which it depends,—and this not only in cases where the govern- 
ing verbal notion is easily supplied from what precedes, as in 
John i. 8, ix. 3, xiii. 18, 2 Cor. viii. 7, but also when that is 
not the case, so that the clause beginning with we stands as an 
imperative clause, as in Eph. v. 33; Mark v. 23 (comp. Buttm. 
pp. 207 f.). But in all passages where iva is used elliptically, 
this is shown clearly and distinctly by the form of the sentence, 
which is not the case here. It is right also to say that emphatic 
parts of the clause construed with wa are often placed before ive, 
so that wopevéuevoc, therefore, might very well be connected with 


1 Jn this passage, also, Otto claims for xpocwévey, as a Vox militaris, the mean- 
ing: ‘‘keep one’s ground,” remarking, ‘‘ for the circumstances in Corinth were 
such that they might well have induced Paul to cease his labours and depart.” 
But this assertion is in contradiction with Luke’s statement, that the attack 
attempted by the Jews through Gallio was decisively warded off. Otto’s ex- 
planation, too, becomes all the more unsuitable, since, according to it, Luke 
would charge the apostle with not holding his ground more, and with abandon- 
ing his post.—Further, Otto seems to hesitate whether to take xpocqeivos in the 
present passage as really absolute, or whether to supply with it the dative éuoi. 
After finally deciding for the former, he then explains zpocusiva: as “keeping 
ground along with the leader appointed by God in the struggle against all the 
attacks of the heretic,” and thus in self-contradiction returns to the latter, since 
this leader is the Apostle Paul. 
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the clause following iva; but this, too, is always indicated clearly 
by the form of the sentence. Wherever words standing before 
iva are to be referred to what follows wa, these words cannot 
possibly be connected with what precedes them, and the part of 
the sentence following #« is incomplete in itself, so that it has 
to be taken along with the part before vz. It is wrong to main- 
tain that the participial clause sopevéuenog cis Maxed. becomes 
emphatic by contrast with 2 “Egéow, inasmuch as what took 
place in Ephesus is now to take place also on the journey to 
Macedonia ; for—the two things are not at all the same. In 
Ephesus (according to Otto’s view), Paul exhorted Timothy to 
stand firm; but on the journey to Macedonia, Timothy is to 
encounter those who had been led astray. Lastly, it is right to 
assume that the sender of a letter, if he has anything to say of 
the place from which the letter is sent, may speak of it by name, 
comp. 1 Cor. xv. 32, xvi. 8, so that é’Egéow might convey to 
us that Paul was himself in Ephesus while writing; but we 
must take into consideration the special circumstances of the 
case. According to Otto, our epistle is a paper of instructions 
which the apostle put into Timothy’s hands in Ephesus, where 
he wrote it before setting out for Macedonia. In that case it was 
improper to mention the place by name. We cannot understand, 
then, why Paul in such a paper of instructions should have laid 
special stress on the exhortation he had imparted to Timothy wa 
the very place where he put that paper into his hands. 


Some expositors take the whole section vy. 5-17 to be a 
parenthesis, and ver. 18 to be the apodosis corresponding to 
xabos. The awkwardness of this construction is obvious; but 
Plitt thinks that, though it is not without its difficulties, most 
may be said for it. He is wrong, however, since tadrqv tiv 
maparyyeniav, in ver. 18, does not resume the wapexddecd oe. 
—If we avoid all subtleties, we cannot but explain it: Hven 
as I exhorted thee to remain in Ephesus when I set out for 
Macedonia, that thou mightst command certain men not to teach 
false doctrine .. . even so do (or: even so I exhort thee also now)." 
Regarding the meaning of xaos and mpocpeivars, see the above 
remark. — mapexadeca] Chrys.: dove TO mpoonvés, Tas ov 
SidacKdrov Kéxpyntar poph, GAN oikéTou ayedov' ov yap eimev 
érréraéa, ovde éxédevoa, ov6e mapyveca, dddAa TL; TrapeKddecd 

1 Hofmann is wrong in asserting that Paul, when he wrote zaéas (not as), 


could not have had in mind ‘‘ any expression of which the writer was the sub- 
ject, but only an exhortation as to what Timothy was to do.” 
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ce. Towards Titus, however, Paul uses the expression dce- 
ratdunv (Tit. i. 5), although he was not less friendly towards 
him than towards Timothy. — ropevdpevos eis Maxedoviar] 
“when I went away, from Ephesus to Macedonia;” sropev- 
éc@at has in itself the general meaning of going, but it is also 
used of going away from a place, both absolutely (Matt. xi. 7) 
and connected with amo (Matt. xxiv. 1, xxv. 41, xix. 15: 
éxetOev; Luke xiii. 31: évted@ev). Otto explains it: “ on the 
way to Macedonia,” which is grammatically correct, but opposed. 
to the connection of ideas. There is no ground whatever for 
thinking that Paul, in this expression, had in mind one parti- 
cular place on the way to Macedonia, viz. Corinth. We can 
see no reason why Paul should have expressed himself inde- 
finitely. Otto, indeed, is of opinion that Timothy could not 
have been uncertain about the meaning of the expression ; and 
that the apostle chose it in order to spare the feelings of the 
Corinthians, and that he might not confess to the heretics how 
they had provoked his apostolic opposition to an exceptional 
degree. But the first reason proves too much, since Paul, if he 
refrained from the definite expression because Timothy knew 
his wishes without it, would also have refrained from the 
indefinite expression. The other two reasons are weak, because 
if Timothy was to labour successfully against the heretics, he 
must necessarily appeal to the authority of the apostle in whose 
name he was to labour. Besides, such playing at hide-and- 
seek as Otto imputes to the apostle, is in entire contradiction 
with Paul’s frank character. — tva trapayyeidns x.7.d.| gives 
the purpose for which Timothy was to remain in Ephesus, 
The theory that this gives at the same time the purpose of 
the whole epistle (Matthies), which opinion de Wette brings 
forward as proving the epistle not to be genuine, is wrong. 
— Tapayyeidys] does not necessarily involve the suggestion 
of publicity which Matthies finds in it.— tvc/] The same 
indefinite term is used for the heretics also in vv. 6, 19, 
iv, 1, v. 15, etc.: “certain people whom the apostle is un- 
willing to designate further; Timothy already knows them” 
(Wiesinger). — py Erepodvdacxarety] The word, which is not 
made up of &repos and didacKdrevw (= duddoxew), but is derived 
from érepodiddcxaros, occurs in the N. T. only here and in 
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vi. 3 (comp. érepofuryetv in 2 Cor. vi. 14). In érepos there is 
not seldom the notion of different in kind, strange, something 
not agreeing with something else, but opposed to it. Accord- 
ingly, in the apostle’s use of the word, a érepoduddoxnados is a 
teacher who teaches other things than he should teach, who 
puts forward doctrines in opposition to the gospel; and érepo- 
diacKanreiv here means nothing else than to teach something 
opposed to the gospel (Heb. xiii. 9: dudayais mouxinais Kat 
Eévais wn TwapadépeoGe) ; comp. 2 Cor. xi. 4; Gal. i. 6: eday- 
yéNov étepov. Wiesinger, in order to favour his theory that 
heresy proper is not spoken of, weakens the meaning into “teach 
otherwise,” so that according to him it signifies “teaching things 
which lie apart from 4 kat etoéBevay Sivdackanria.” This is 
incorrect, for in that case some more precise definition would 
have been given. — Even in classic Greek, repos, in composi- 
tion, often has the meaning alleged by us; thus érepodofeiv = 
diversae opinionis esse; comp. Plato, Theaet. p. 190 E: d0€av 
eivas wpevo} TO éTepodogeiv. According to Otto, érepodidac- 
Kanety means: “to have another teacher, to follow another 
teacher.” Otto wrongly appeals for this to Euseb. Hist. Hecles. 
iil, 32, where érepodvddcxadov does not mean false teachers, 
but “such members of the church as had abandoned the 
teaching of the apostles and become attached to strange 
teachers ;” and also to Ignat. ad Polycarp. chap. 3, where 
érepodioacKxanodytes has the same meaning.’ Otto also makes 
appeal to the Greek usage, according to which, in composite 
nouns, the concluding word, if it be a noun, does not contain 
the subject of the fundamental thought in such composite 
words, but the nearer or more distant object. But this rule is 
only valid with adjectival forms. In composite substanties, 
on the contrary, the concluding word (if it be an unaltered 
substantive) may also denote the subject, which is only defined 


1 The first passage runs: ravxatra (viz. after the apostle’s death) ris adéov 
ariévns apyny trdpBavey A ovoraois die rns ray ExepodiducntrAwy ararns, of xo). . . 
yupeyn romey Hin nOuarg ry rns arnbcias xnpiypart rhy Pevdovnmoy yraow aveienpde- 
rev ixexeipouy. The relative clause shows most clearly that the word trepodidéo- 
x20: means nothing else than false teachers. — The second passage is: of Doxodyres 
abibrioros svat nal erepodidacnaaroctyres wh ce xarumrnoctrwcuy; in which, also, 
false teachers, heretics, are meant, as is evident from the injunction: wa os 
x.7.2., as well as from the exhortation that follows. 
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more precisely by the word that precedes.'— There is no ground 
whatever for Schleiermacher’s opinion, that the verb suggests 
the idea of a hierarchy. — To pi) érepodidacxarety there is 
added a second point: pundé mpocéyew «.7.r., which Timothy 
is to forbid to twes.? Except in the Pastoral Epistles, wpocé- 
xew does not occur in Paul. Here, as in Tit. i. 14, it includes 
the notion of agreement; so also in Acts viii. 6. — wdous Kat 
yevearoyiais| The xai is to be taken epexegetically ; we can 
neither join the two expressions as an hendiadys (fabulosae 
genealogiae, Heumann), nor regard them as denoting different 
things. The notion of wd@ou has been limited too narrowly 
by many expositors,—as by Theodoret, who understands by it 
the traditional supplements to the law; or by others, who take 
it as denoting the allegorical system of interpretation, or the 
Jewish stories of miracles (such as occur in the pseudo-epigrapha 
or the Apocrypha), or even the Gentile mythologies. Leo is 
wrong in agreeing with Theodoret’s exposition, appealing to 
Jenatius (Zp. ad Magnes. chap. 8), and alluding to ver. 7. 
From that verse it is certainly clear that heretics had peculiar 
views regarding the law, which were in contradiction with the 
gospel; but it is a mere assertion to say that ud@ou here refers 
to these views, all the more that the word stands closely 
connected with yevearoylar. De Wette limits the meaning 
of the word in another fashion, inferring from 2 Pet. 1. 16: 
ceaodiopévoe pdOor, that the wd0oe here meant, formed the 
definite element in an artificial system; the notion of some- 
thing artificial is obviously imported. Other expositors take 
the expression quite generally in the sense of “ false doctrine,” 
as Suidas explains the word: pdOos* Adyos wevdys, etxovifwv 
Tv adnPeay; this is too indefinite. Paul rather employs it 
because it was used to denote false ideas regarding the nature 


? The adj. trepoxous certainly does not denote ‘‘a halting foot,” but ‘one 
who has a halting foot.” On the contrary, xaxédevares is not ‘‘one who has 
a bad slave,” but ‘fa bad slave.” Comp. also puxpoBacireds, Pevdouuveis, and 
others ; in the N. 'T., especially the expressions : Wevdoddoxaaros (Pevdorpooirns, 
Pevdouuprup, Yevdaroorores), 2 Pet. ii. 1, and xarodddrxaros, Tit. ii. 8. It is to 
be noted, also, that in Sextus Empiricus, Adv. Rhet. 42, xaxoddacxaaciv does 
not mean ‘‘to have a bad teacher,” but ‘‘ to teach what is bad.” 

? Without grounds in usage or in fact, Hofmann asserts that “ xpoctyes cui 
is not an expression applicable to a teacher, and that therefore the érep3. was to 
be applied to some, and the wpoctyew x.7,.a. to others,” 
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of the Godhead. The word that follows defines the nature of 
these “io. more precisely. — On the yeveadoylar arépavror, 
see Introd. sect. 4. Wiesinger’s view, that they denote the 
genealogies in the O. T., as well as that of Hofmann, that they 
are the historical facts in the Thora, are both to be rejected. 
Credner’s view, that the genealogies of Christ are meant, is 
quite arbitrary. So, too, with Chrysostom’s explanation: oiuac 
kat” EXdnvas adrov évtad0a aivitrecOar, dtav réyn wvOous Kal 
yevearoylats, ws Tovs Oeodrs avTdv KaTareyovtav. It is very 
far-fetched to refer to the Kabbalistic Sephiroth. The appli- 
cation of the expression to the Essenic doctrine of angels 
(Michaelis), is contradicted by the fact that theories of emana- 
tions cannot be proved to have existed among the Essenes. 
The view upheld by most expositors, that the apostle was 
thinking of the series of emanations in the speculation of the 
heretics, must be considered the right one. It is confirmed by 
the addition of the adjective dmépavto. The genealogies are 
“ unlimited,” since there was no necessity for them to stop at 
any point whatever. The conclusion was altogether arbitrary : 
hence, in the various systems, the genealogies of the aeons 
differ from one another in all sorts of ways. — aitwves] is not 
simply an attributive relative; it gives at the same time the 
reason of the foregoing exhortation yu) mpocéyew “as those 
which” (comp. Soph. Oed. £. 1184; Pape, Handwoirterbuch der 
griech. Spr. See the word ée71s),— Zyryices mapéyovar 
padrov 7) oikovopiay Ocod] Both notions: EyrHcess and ocKcovop. 
Ocod, may be taken either subjectively or objectively. If &nrn- 
ces be taken objectively, it is “ points of controversy, questions 
of dispute ;” if subjectively, it is “investigations, controversies, 
disputations” (“each one trying to maintain his arbitrary 
fictions,’ Matthies). If otcovowia Oeod is taken objectively, it 
is “the salvation of God” (“the salvation grounded histori- 
cally in Christ and publicly preached by means of His apostles,” 
Matthies ; or according to others, “ the ministry of the gospel ;” 
or, lastly, “the divine gift of grace,” ae. the divine influence 
on individuals by which they are brought to the faith). If it 
is taken subjectively, it is “the work of man as an o/Kovopos 
@cod;” de Wette: “the work of a steward of God in the 
faith (to be awakened or to be furthered).” This latter may be 
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taken, in a general sense, as meaning, “ the Christian activity, 
the Christian exercise of the divine gifts of grace,’* or, more 
narrowly : “the maintaining, the strengthening in Christianity, 
the nourishment in the faith by the spiritual food of Chris- 
tianity, which the teachers as stewards of God distribute,” 
Zachariae. The meaning of wapéyovor is also modified accord- 
ing to the interpretation of these two notions. If they are 
interpreted objectively, wapéyew is “reach forth, present ;” if 
subjectively, it is “cause, bring about” (so Gal. vi. 17; also 
frequently in classic Greek and in the Apocrypha of the O. T.; 
comp. Wahl, Clav. libr. V. F. apocryph., under the word). 
Zyros is not identical with Gyrnuwa; oixovouia is indeed 
used in the sense of “office of steward,” but otxcovopia Ocod 
denotes “the preparation, the arrangement made by God” 
(comp. Eph. i. 10, iii. 9), and never “the divine salvation.” 
Hence the subjective interpretation (Hofmann) is to be pre- 
ferred to the objective (as formerly in this commentary ; also 
Wiesinger, Plitt, Oosterzee). In any case, Matthies is wrong 
in taking Ent7jces subjectively and ofcovouia Ocod objectively, 
and then assuming that wapéyew is used in a zeugma., Otto's 
explanation is purely arbitrary. He explains n7jces by 
“ speculations,” and olxovopiay Ocod tiv év ticte by “a 
system of divine order in the universe (sc. creation and govern- 
ment), resting on faith, grounded in faith,—the cosmogony and 
physics of the Jewish gnosis.” Of the latter phrase, he says 
that Paul “adopts the hypocritical name which the vowodidde- 
Kadov claimed for their system, so that the &)T7jceus form the 
real, the oixov. ) év micret, on the contrary, the pretended con- 
tents of the wiOou and yeveanoyiar.” By the addition of rv 
év tiotet, the labour of the otxdvowos Oeod is defined more 
precisely as one in the sphere of faith (not “causing faith,” 
Hofmann). — wadrov 7] as in several passages of the N. T., 
John iii. 19, Acts xxvii. 11, 2 Tim. iii. 4, stands here in the 
sense of denying the thought contained in the following mem- 
ber, so that (with Suidas) it is equivalent to «at ov.? — With 


1 Thus Reiche : ista commenta... non exhibent, praebent, efficiunt dispen- 
sationem (distributionem) bonorum quae Deus Christo misso in nos contulit. 

* Hofmann wrongly applies this form of expression in order to dispute the 
reference of yeveaAoyias to the series of aeons, saying: ‘* How could it occur to 
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the reading oixodopia (or ofxodouy) Oeod, we must interpret, 
“the edifying in the faith as decreed by God” (Luther, in- 
accurately : “ the improvement towards God in the faith”). 
Ver. 5. To 8& tédXos THs Tapayyedias éotly «7.d.) Tt 
cannot be denied that in wapayyedias we have an echo of 
TapayyeiAns in ver. 3; but it does not follow that we are to 
understand by it the command which the apostle gave to 
Timothy not to teach falsely (so Bengel: praecepti quod 
Ephesi urgere debes). It rather stands here in contrast with 
the érepodidackadia just mentioned, and denotes the command 
which is serviceable to the ofxovouia Oeod (ver. 4). It is 
equivalent to the évtodkn in vi. 14, the evangelic law 
which forms the external rule for the conduct of Christians 
(Hofmann). The apostle alludes to this because he is about 
to pass to the doctrine of the heretics regarding the law.— 
It is wrong to understand by apayyedia the Mosaic law 
(Calvin, Beza, and others), from which there would arise.a 
thought foreign to the context; and it is unsatisfactory to 
take it in a general sense as “practical exhortation” (de 
Wette, Wiesinger, Plitt, Oosterzee), for in that case the 
imperative should have been used instead of éo7w. Itisa 
peculiarity of the N. T. usage to take expressions which of 
themselves have a more general signification, and to mark 
them off with the definite article as ideas specifically Chris- 
tian; thus 70 edayyédvov, 7 Gd0s (often in Acts), To kipuypa, 
and others. — 7éAos] is neither “ fulfilment” nor “chief sum” 
(Luther, Erasmus: quod universam legis mosaicae vim com- 
pendio complectitur ac praestat est caritas), but “goal, scopus. 
ad quem tendit qapayyeria” (Koppe, Wegscheider, de Wette, 
Wiesinger, and others’).— While the érepodidacxaria only 
causes fntjoews, which serve to engender divisions (yevvact 
payas, 2 Tim. ii. 23), the aim of the command of the gospel 
is love.—dydan é« xabapds Kxapdias «.7.d.] The gospel 
proclaims to the believer one divine act, the reconciliation 
through Christ grounded in God’s love, and it demands also 


the apostle to treat the question only as a possible one, whether these follies 

of their own invention could not in some measure be useful to what he calls 

cinovoplay @eov? Such a possibility is not indicated by warroy A. 
1 Arriani dissertt. Lpict. Book I. chap. 20: rtaos tzat ro xreodau deai5. 
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one human act, viz. love, for 7Ajpwya vopov 7 ayamn (Rom. 
xiii. 10). Leo and Matthies wrongly explain dyamn here of 
love to-God and to one’s neighbour. Here and elsewhere in 
the N. T., where no other genitive of the object is added, 
we should understand by it love to one’s neighbour. The 
words following declare of what nature this love should be. 
— é« Ka0apas xapdias] xapdia denotes the inward centre of 
human life, especially as the seat of emotions and desires. 
Hence in regard to love it is often remarked that it must come 
from the xapdéa (comp. Matt. xii. 37), and from a heart that 
is pure, 7c. free from all self-seeking; 1 Pet. i. 22: é« xaapas 
Kapdlas aANjAOUS ayamnoate éxTevos; comp. 1 Cor. xiii. 5: 
H ayann ... ov Entel Ta éavTHs.—The two additions that 
follow: kab cuverdjcews ayabhs Kal wictews avuTroxKpitou (as 
is clear from 1 Tim. i. 19, ii. 9, iv. 2), are added with special 
reference to the heretics, who are reproached with having both 
an evil conscience and a pretended faith. — cuverdnows ayaby 
(ver. 19; 1 Pet. iii. 16; wad, Heb. xiii. 18; xaOapd, 1 Tim. 
iii. 9; 2 Tim. 1. 3) is not “the conscience pure from the guilt 
of sin” (de Wette), nor “the conscience reconciled with God” 
(van Oosterzee, Plitt), nor “the consciousness of peace with 
God” (Hofmann). Although “a conscience not reconciled 
with God and one’s neighbours cannot love purely,” there is 
no hint here of the element of reconciliation. It is simply 
the consciousness of cherishing no impure, wicked purposes.’ 
—miotis] is not confidence towards one’s neighbour, as it 
might be here when placed in connection with the idea of 
love; but, in accordance with the contents of the epistle, is 
“faith,” which in Gal. v. 6 also is denoted as the ground of 
love. — dvuméxpitos (also in Rom. xii. 9; 2 Cor. vi. 6; 1 Pet. i. 
22, connected with the idea of love) denotes truth and upright- 
ness in opposition to all flattery. It is used here not without 
allusion to the heretics who conducted themselves as believers 
in order to gain a more easy admission for their heresies. 

1 Otto on 2 Tim. i. 3 (pp. 302 f.) explains the expression xadap& cuvsidnoss 
rightly (following Matthies) as ‘‘the self-consciousness of pure thoughts and 
endeavours ;” but, on the other hand, he is wrong in regard to 1 Tim. i. 19, 
where he interprets éyaén ovveid. as ‘‘the conscience innocent and expectant of 


all salvation,” ‘‘the consciousness of divine grace supporting itself by daily 
putting to death the old nature.” 
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Vy. 6, 7. At ver. 6 the apostle passes to the heretics. — wv] 
refers to the ideas immediately preceding: é«. xabapas capSlas 
«.7.r., not—as Wiesinger rightly remarks—to aydrn direct, 
“since eis pataodoyiay manifestly denotes a false goal in 
contrast with the true goal, which is aydan.”’ — dortoyijoavtes] 
This verb occurs only in the Pastoral Epistles, in this passage 
and also in 1 Tim. vi. 21 and 2 Tim. ii. 18 (where it is 
joined with zrepé and the accusative). Here it stands in its 
original sense: a scopo sive meta aberrare (comp. Plut. de 
Defect. Oracul. chap. 10), which corresponds to the 7tédos 
mentioned in ver. 5, and gives us to understand that the 
heretics had at first been on the way which leads to the goal, 
but had not remained in it. In this way Schleiermacher’s 
criticism (p. 90), that the word here is far from clear, loses its 
force. — efetpurrnoay] é& has its full force (Josephus, Antig. 
xiii. 18: éxtpémrecOar tis 6600 Steaias) in this verb, which, 
except in Heb. xi. 13, only occurs in the Epistles to Timothy. 
The goal to which they have come after turning from the 
TéXos THS Tapayyedlas is patatoroyia. This word (only 
found here; Tit. i. 10: partavoddyor) characterizes the heresy 
as empty in nature, contributing nothing to the furtherance of 
the Christian life. It consists on the one hand of pv@os Kat 
ryeveanroylais, on the other of such definitions regarding the 
law as were opposed to evangelic doctrine. This latter refer- 
ence is proved by the close connection of the verse with what 
follows. —Oédrovtes] The participle does not express contrast : 
“although ;” it gives rather a more precise definition of the 
previous verb é£erpdryncav. Some expositors (de Wette: wish 
to be, without being so in reality; Bengel has temere ; so also 
Plitt) rightly urge that @é\ew expresses an allegation of their 
own; Hofmann, on the other hand, wrongly takes it in the 
sense of “arbitrary assumption.” ?— vopodiddcKaror] Luther’s 
translation is, “ masters of the Scripture” (and similar explana- 

. 1 Hofmann is wrong in disputing the reason given by Wiesinger, and main- 
taining that rupeyycria and not réA.05 ras rupuyyerins is opposed to parasmroyia. 
There is no ground also for his assertion that zeroz<iv has here the general sense 
of ‘to leave uncared for.” The 2Z:rpéarneay clearly shows that deroxsiv is to be 
taken in its own proper sense. 


2 Hofmann’s reason for this explanation is, that ‘‘ vo~2dd4é0xcA0, who make the 
law of Israel the subject of their instruction, have no business in the church of 


90 THE FIRST EPISTLE TO TIMOTHY. 


tions are given; Heinrichs has “ teachers”); but this does not 
give the full force of vdpos. By vopos we must of course 
understand the Mosaic law, though it does not follow that the 
heretics here were Judaizers such as those against whom Paul 
contends in the Epistles to the Romans and to the Galatians : 
they might rather be men who acquired the name by laying 
down arbitrary commands in their interpretations of the law, 
and calling these the right knowledge of the law. Baur’s 
theory, that Paul gave this name to the heretics because 
of their antinomianism, is quite arbitrary, and contrary to the 
natural meaning of the words. De Wette rightly disproves 
this by referring to Tit. i 14, from which it is abundantly 
clear that the heretics made it their business to lay down 
arbitrary commands. Baur’s appeal to ver. 8, according to 
which he thinks the heretics must have declared that the law 
was not good, must decidedly be rejected, since the idea is only 
an arbitrary importation into ver. 8.’ — 7 voodvtes] This parti- 
ciple expresses contrast (Leo: quamquam ignorant), “ without, 
however, understanding.” The object of voodvtes is given in 
a sentence of two clauses: pte... unre. The first: pyre 
& Aéyovas, is clear in itself; the second: pate mept tiver 
diaBeBavodvrat, has been variously explained. Most find the 
difference between the clauses to lie in this, that the one 
refers to the utterances themselves, the other to things of 
which the utterance was made, ze. to the subject-matter of 
the doctrine (so Raphelius, Leo, Matthies, Wiesinger, Plitt, 
Oosterzee, Hofmann). De Wette, again, thinks that this 
explanation rests on a grammatical error, and that “ epi 
tivev does not refer to the things of which corroboratory 
assertions were made, but to these assertions themselves ” 
(Luther: what they say or what they suppose). In support of 
this opinion de Wette wrongly appeals to Tit. iti. 8? He is 


the gospel.” This is altogether wrong, as may be seen when, further on, Paul 
appears as a vomoddconaros. 

1 Contrary to the train of thought, van Oosterzee remarks on vopodidéoxaror > 
‘‘not in a good, rather in a bad, non-evangelical meaning of this word ; men who 
mixed up law and gospel.” In this explanation he overlooks the #éaovres <lvas, 

2 The classical usage is against de Wette’s explanation; comp. Plutarch, 
Fabii Vita, chap. 14: diaPsBesotusvos wep) viv rpayudrwv; Polyb, xii. 12. 6; 
SiopiSopevos xe Dia PeBocsovpeevos wep) rovrwy, f 
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wrong, too, in translating dvaBe8. by “corroborate ;” it means 
rather: “give full assurance.” Hofmann says, “to express 
oneself with confidence regarding anything.” The expression 
is quite general, and Mack seems to be arbitrary in limiting 
the thought by explaining how @ Xey. refers to expressions in 
the law brought forward as proofs of assertions with which 
they had no real connection, and epi tiv. Be. to those 
assertions for which proofs out of the law were given, and 
which in themselves had no meaning. Paul merely says that 
the vowodiddcKxaroe possessed no insight into the nature of 
the law, and hence they made assertions regarding it which 
were not understood even by themselves.’ 

Ver. 8. In contrast with the heretics’ advocacy of the 
law, the apostle, in what follows, states its real value. — 
Oidapev 6, tt «.7.X.] Baur wrongly infers from these words 
that the heretics, as Antinomians, had no desire to vindicate 
the law as good. It is not these first words, but the words 
éay Tis x.7.X., that are directed against the heretics. In spite 
of Hofmann’s denial, ofdayev dé stands in a concessive sense, 
(Wiesinger), as in Rom. vil. 14, 1 Cor. viii. 1, the apostle 
making an acknowledgment which is restricted by éap tis 
K.T.r.; still we cannot translate it simply by concedimus, as 
Heinrichs does. — xadds 6 vopuos] By vouos we must under- 
stand, neither the Christian moral law, nor a single part of the 
Mosaic law, but the latter as a whole. It is of the entire 
Mosaic law in its existing form as a revelation of the divine 
will given in a system of written commands—it is of this that 
Paul uses xadds as a suitable epithet. It is not enough to 
take xados as equivalent to @PérAyos (Theodoret), though the 
idea of usefulness is included in it; xadds denotes generally 
the internal excellence of the law, just as the same is set forth 
in still more significant expressions in Rom. vii. 12,14. But 
the good and excellent qualities of the law depend on its 
being applied according to its nature and signification: when 
applied otherwise, it ceases to be xaros. Hence Paul, in 
opposition to the heretics, adds: éay tus adT@ vowipos xphtas. 
The voyuiues, which is clearly a play on words with vdwos, 


1 On the conjunction of the relative and interrogative pronouns @ . . . civay, 
see Winer, p. 159 [E. T. p. 211]. 
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only expresses the formal relation; we can only infer from 
the thoughts that follow what is meant by the lawful use of 
law! De Wette rightly remarks: “There is in this passage 
nothing but what the words really say, that the Christian 
teacher must not uphold the law as binding on the déxavos.” 
While nearly all expositors understand by rvs the Christian as 
such, Bengel remarks: Paulus hoc loco non de auditore legis, 
sed de doctore loquitur; in this he is right, as is acknow- 
ledged also by de Wette, Wiesinger, van Oosterzee, Hofmann. 
Paul says nothing here as to how the law is to be obeyed, but 
rather he tells us how it is to be made use of by Christian 
teachers. 

Vv. 9,10. Eidas rodr0] is not to be referred to oldaper, 
but to tus, ze. to the teacher of the church. The use of the 
same verb is against the construction with oféayev. As to 
the meaning of the word, it is to be observed that here, as 
in many other passages of the N. T., it expresses not only the 
idea of knowing, but also that of “ weighing, considering.” De 
Wette says, “as he knows and considers.” The law is rightly 
used only when it is considered that, etc. — 6tv dicai@ vowos 
ov Keitat] We may, with Hofmann, take this sentence quite 
generally, so as to understand by vowos not any special law, 
but law in general, and by déavos any one who does rightly, 
g¢vce, and not for the law’s sake (Theophylact: ds 6¢ adro ro 
Kaov THY TE Tovnpiay uot Kal Ti apEeTHY TepiTTiccETaL). 
In that case we would have the same thought here as in 
Antiph. ad Stobaewm, 9: 6 pnd&v adicdv ovddevds Setras 
vomov (comp. also the expression of Socrates in Clemens Alex. 
Stromata, iv. 678: vdpov évexev ayabdv ov av yevécar),— 
The sentence, however, may also be taken in such a way as 
to make vowos the Mosaic law (notwithstanding the omission 
of the article; comp. Rom. ii. 12, 14, 23, al.), and dikazos the 
righteous man in the specially Christian sense, ie. the man 
who, in faith as a child of God, fulfils the divine will in 
the free obedience of the spirit. In that case we have here 


' Most expositors have on this passage told us wherein consisted the material 
advantage of the law ; but however correct their statements in themselves may 
be, they are out of place, since there is no ground for them in the apostle’s 
words. 
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the thought which forms the fundamental idea of Paul’s view 
regarding the relations of the Christian to the law (comp. Rom. 
vi. 14; Gal. v.18, ai.). As Paul in ver. 11 appeals to the 
gospel entrusted to him for confirmation of the thought ex- 
pressed in this verse, the connection of ideas decidedly favours 
the latter view, which is adopted also by Matthies, de Wette, 
Wiesinger, Van Oosterzee, ct al. — xetrac| has not, as Heyden- 
reich thinks probable, the additional notion of an oppressive 
burden; véduos xeitav simply means, according to a usage 
current even in profane writings: “the law is given, exists.” 
Otto rightly remarks: “the voyos Kelpevos is one which has not 
only been given, but is still valid.” The collocation does not 
occur elsewhere in the N. T.; comp., however, Luke ii. 34 
(Phil. i. 16); 1 Thess. iii. 3; especially also 2 Mace. iv. 11.— 
If the law was not given for the déKazos (as the heretics falsely 
maintained), then it is valid only for the avxos. This thought 
Paul emphasizes by pointing out the nature of the d&cxos in 
various aspects, mentioning them at first in pairs. — dvopous dé 
kal avuTrotakto.s| These two ideas, which express the most 
decided contrast, are rightly placed first. “Avoyos, in 1 Cor. 
ix. 21, means the heathen (Rom. ii. 14: 0vn ta pi) vopov 
éxovra) ; but here it means those who withstand the law, who 
do not serve the law, but their own pleasure; comp. Mark xv. 
28.—To this corresponds the following avuméraxroz (only here 
and in Tit. i. 6,10; comp. Heb. 11. 8), as a designation of 
those who submit themselves to no higher will, no higher 
order. It is quite arbitrary, with Tittmann and Leo, to refer 
avoy, to divine, and avu7. to human ordinances. — aceBéor cat 
apaptwdois| These ideas (found together also in 1 Pet. iv. 
18 and in Wisd. xli. 5) are distinguished from the foregoing 
by a more definite reference to God; doeBys (used by Paul 
only here and in Rom. iv. 5, v. 6) is the man who does not 
stand in awe, who has no holy awe of God in his heart. — 
avociow Kat BeByros] give prominence to the opposition to 
what is holy. “Avocvos (again in 2 Tim. iii. 2), when joined 
with does in the classical usage, refers to the injury of 
human rights (Xenophon, Cyrop. viii. 8. 13: dceBeorépous 
mept Oeovs, Kal avooiwtépous wept ovyyeveis). This distinction, 
however, cannot here be pressed. 870s, which occurs only 
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in the Epistles to Timothy and in Heb. xii. 16 (the verb 
BeBnrow in Matt. xii. 5; Acts xxiv. 6), is synonymous with 
avoows. In these first three pairs the a.«ov are characterized 
as those who stand opposed to what is divine, recognising no 
divine law, and having no awe of God, and whose life is not 
consecrated by communion with God.—The ideas that follow 
refer, on the other hand, to our relations with our neighbour. — 
TaTparwats Kal pntpadrdass| only here in N. T.: parricides 
and matricides, Hesychius explains them: 0 tdv tratépa 
atiatov, TUTTwV, 7) KTe(veyv ; and similarly Matthies: “those 
who actually assault father and mother.” As the word occurs 
in this wider sense in Demosth. 732, 14; Lys. 348, ult.; 
Plato, Phaed. chap. 62, it may be so taken here. At least we 
cannot, with de Wette, quote the following avdpopdvors as a 
cogent reason against it. — dvdpodovors] 2 Mace. ix. 28; drak 
Aeyou. in N. T.; the compound is selected to correspond with 
the previous words. — dépvois, apoevoxoirats] refer to un- 
chastity, the one towards the female, the other towards the 
male sex; for this latter, comp. Rom. i. 27; 1 Cor. vi. 9. — 
aveparrociatais] The Scholiast on Aristoph. Plut. v. 521, 
says: elpntat avoparodictis Tapa TO avdpa arrodidocbat, 
Touvtéott Torey. This crime is often mentioned in Greek 
authors; but also in Ex. xxi. 16 ; Deut. xxiv. 7.— Wedorass, 
értopxots] stand both in opposition to truthfulness; élopxos 
is one who wantonly breaks an oath, as well as one who swears 
something false.—We cannot help seeing that in enumerating 
these various classes of the décor, the apostle has had the 
Decalogue in mind, not adhering to it strictly, but partly 
extending, partly limiting it, still without departing from its 
order.—In order to describe the aéc«/a as a whole, the apostle 
adds: Kat el Te érepov Th tryrawoton SidacKkadia avtixertat.— 
The expression 7 tysaiv. dudack. is one of those which only 
occur in the Pastoral Epistles, and help to give them a peculiar 
impress; comp. 2: Tim. iv..3; Tit. ii. 1, %:.9:—In 1 Tim vi 3 
and in 2 Tim. i. 13, we have tyatvovtes Nyou; in Tit. ii. 8, Adyos 
byins. In these epistles inuaive is even used figuratively 
in another connection; thus Tit. i. 13, ii, 2 (voceiv in opposite 
sense, 1 Tim. vi. 4); elsewhere in the N. T. it occurs only in 
its proper meaning. The expression d:dacKadéa is particularly 
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frequent in these epistles, sometimes denoting “ the doctrine” 
(so here) in the objective sense, sometimes subjectively, “the 
teaching” (comp. chap. iv. 1, 6,13, 16, a/.; 2 Tim. iii. 10, iv. 3; 
Tit. 1. 9 ff.)—He lays emphasis on sound doctrine, as opposed 
to the wataoroyla of the heretics. Luther translates tyval- 
vovea inaccurately by “ wholesome ;” the wholesomeness is only 
the result of the soundness. By 7 tysaty. 516. is here meant 
the pure gospel, free from all foreign admixture, having nothing 
unclean or sickly in it. The apostle here is certainly thinking 
chiefly of the ethical side of the dvdacx.; still Leo is wrong in 
translating it “sound morality.” By the form e... dvrixevrac 
Paul gives us to understand that there are indeed other forms 
and shapes of unrighteousness, incompatible with the pure 
doctrine of the gospel. The neuter form ti érepov is strange. 
In explanation, we might appeal to passages like 1 Cor. i. 17, 
Heb. vii. 7, and others, where the neuter denotes persons; 
but the use of the verb aytixevrac is against this. It is better 
to regard it as a transition from persons to things.’ 

Ver. 11. Kata 76 ebayyédsov x.7.d.] may be joined with dvti- 
xevtat, so far as the grammar goes; but the thought is against 
this, since the tryzaiv. dudacx. is simply the doctrine of the gospel, 
and the whole of the added clause would be very slipshod. 
There is as little ground for joining it with dvdacxKania, as was 
done by Theophylact (79 vy. 8v6., 7H oon Kata TO ebaryy.), and 
approved by many later expositors. The only right construction 
is to refer this addition to the whole of the preceding thought 
(Wiesinger, Plitt, van Oosterzee, Hofmann), so as to bring the 
thought to a concluding point. Similarly in Rom. ii. 16, cara 
TO evayy. is joined with what precedes. The apostle asserts 
thereby that his doctrine regarding the law is not founded on 
his own private opinion, but on the gospel entrusted to him. 
In order to make its authority plainer as a rule of life, he 
describes it as Td evayyéduov THs d0Ens TOD paKaplov Ocod 
(de Wette, Matthies)—The genitive ris dons is not to be 
interpreted by the adjective &dofos, and then joined with 70 
evar. (= To evayy. évdo£ov ; Luther : “ according to the glorious 

1 As Wiesinger rightly remarks, vv. 9 and 10 show that the apostle is not 


contending here against actual Judaizers, but ‘‘against such as consider the law 
a means of attaining to a still higher moral perfection.” 
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gospel”), or even with @eod (Heinrichs: = Tod paxapiov xat 
évdd£ov Oecod); the genitive should rather be allowed to retain 
its special meaning. ‘H do£a tod Ocod may be the glory of 
the Christians, which is given them by God (comp. Rom. v. 2. 
Wegscheider: “according to the gladdening doctrine of the 
salvation which the blessed God imparts to us ;” Theodoret : 
evayy. Soéns Td Knpuypa KéxdnKev, erreldav THY péoVEAV 
d0Eav émayyérXeTat Tots muctevovcr, and Theophylact). It is 
more natural, however, to understand the expression here, as in 
2 Cor. iv. 4, 6, Rom. ix. 23, ete., of the glory dwelling in God, 
peculiar to Him, “revealed to the world in Jesus Christ” 
(Wiesinger). The relation of the genitive tis do&ns to TO 
evayyédtov is not to be taken to mean that the doa was 
declared to be the ground of the gospel (the gospel proceeding 
from the glory of God); the dd£@ is rather contained in the 
gospel (Wiesinger, van Oosterzee, Plitt), so that it is thereby 
revealed and communicated to men.—God’s nature is here 
described more precisely by the adjective waxapiov, by which 
still greater emphasis is laid on God’s S0€a, manifesting itself 
in the gospel in its peculiar power. Though the word is not 
foreign to the N. T., it is used only here and in vi. 15 as an 
attribute of God. It is not improbable that the apostle uses 
it with some reference to the heretics. If, in ver. 4, we are to 
understand by the genealogies, series of aeons emanating from 
God, he might readily use waxdpuos of God in order to mark 
the divine unity, for holiness excludes all division of nature. 
Theodore of Mopsuestia thinks that God is here called paxdpios, 
not only because He has 7d waxdpeov in His nature dia ths 
atperToTnTos, but also because out of His grace He imparts it 
to us... The words that follow declare that the gospel was 

1 Otto takes the reference otherwise. He refers the word to the heretics, 
inasmuch as they taught the eternal continuance of the law: ‘‘ The eternal con- 
tinuance of the law presupposes a godlessness that cannot be amended. And these 
vowooidaoxaaa teach a blessed God? God is not blessed if He is for ever afflicted 
with those opposed to Himself, with the dvéwos z..a. I teach that God got 
rid of this opposition by reconciling the world to Himself, and that we have 
indeed a blessed God.” Hofmann refers waxepiov to this, that the heretics 
‘make the law the subject of their instruction in the place where there should 
only be preached the things by which God has glorified His blessedness.” In 


any case, Paul chose the attribute, because the heresy stood in contradiction to 
God’s blessedness. 
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entrusted to the apostle: 6 émiorevOny éyo (Tit. 1.3). Regard- 
ing the construction of these words, cf. Buttmann, Gr. Gram. 
§ 121.7; Winer, p. 244[E. T. p. 287]. The same construction 
is found in Rom. iii. 2; Gal. ii. 7; 1 Thess. ii: 4; 1 Cor. ix. 17. 
It is to be observed that this construction of the verb zic- 
teveo Oat, apart from the Pastoral Epistles, occurs only in the 
epistles of Paul, and only where he speaks of the gospel, or the 
office given him to hold. 

Ver. 12. After pointing in these last words to his personal 
relation to the gospel, the apostle, down to ver. 17, describes 
the grace experienced by him, not merely “to let it be seen 
what assurance he had for his gospel” (Wiesinger), but also 
to prove by his own example (pds trotimwcwy x.7.d., ver. 16) 
the glory of the gospel entrusted to him as the evayy. rijs 
50&ns Tod paxapiov Oecd. There is therefore no ground for 
de Wette’s criticism, “that the self-styled apostle lets fall here 
the thread of his meaning, that he may not have to take it up 
again.” This section is in the closest connection with the 
preceding one, since it shows how deep is the contrast between 
the heresy and the gospel. The heresy, on the one hand, takes 
up unfruitful speculations, and, whenever it wishes to become 
practical, it places the Christian in bondage to the law. The 
one thing which is all-important, the forgiveness of sins, it 
does not assure, and hence it does not know the compassion 
of the Lord. On the contrary, it is of the very essence of the 
gospel to reveal this compassion; and in proof of this, Paul 
appeals to his own experience. — ydapw éyw] We have the 
same expression in 2 Tim.i. 3 (comp. also Luke xvii. 9; Heb. 
xii. 28); and in the other Pauline Epistles we have instead : 
evyaploTa®. —7@ évdvvaydcavTi pe] must not be limited to 
the strength granted for enduring afflictions and sufferings ; 
it is rather to be applied to his whole work as an apostle. 
The proper reason of thanksgiving is only furnished by the 
clause that follows é7e «.7..; but an additional reason is 


1 We need not be surprised that here, and somewhat frequently in the Pastoral 
Epistles, Paul directs attention to himself and his office, if only we reflect that 
the apostle was fully conscious of his position towards the development of God’s 
kingdom, and that he was bound, therefore, to vindicate fully the principle of 
the Christian life which he had enounced. 
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given in this participle.’— Xpuor@ “Inood x.7.d.] is not to 
be explained, according to some older expositors: “qui me 
potentem reddidit Christo,” for Christ, but as a dative closely 
belonging to the verb.—érz mucrov pe Hyjcato] motos 
corresponds with the following S:axovia. The reason of his 
thanksgiving is Christ’s confidence in him that he would become 
a faithful Scdxovos.” This confidence the Lord has shown by 
committing to him the ministry of the gospel, hence he adds: 
Oéuevos eis Svaxoviav, which is either “placing me in the 
ministry ” (Heydenreich, van Oosterzee, Hofmann), or “ setting 
me apart for the ministry” (de Wette, Plitt, Winer). The 
latter seems to be more in accordance with the usage of the 
N. T.; comp. 1 Thess. v. 9. De Wette rightly remarks that 
the participle does not stand for as t/Mec@ai pe, nor is it to be 
taken as a pluperfect ; it is simply the proof of moto pe iHry.; 
see also Winer, p. 326 [E. T. p. 365]. — If the apostle’s thanks 
are due to the Lord on the general ground of His confidence, 
they are all the more due that he had been before an opponent 
of the gospel ; to this the next verse points. 

Ver. 13. Td apotepov dvta Prachnyov K.7.d.| TO TpdTEpov 
is equivalent to the adverb mpotepov, just as, in Matt. 
xxvi. 45, 70 Nowrdv is equivalent to rowrov. The participle 
stands here in the relation of contrast to what precedes: 
“though I was before,” or “I who was nevertheless,” — 
Brdodnpov] only here as a substantive; comp. on this Acts 
xxvi. 11. For the most part, the idea of PrAacdyuia is used’ 
in reference to what is divine (Suidas: % ef Ocdv bBpus). — 
kat S&v@xTnv| Leo says: “Paulus non dictis tantum sed etiam 
factis furuerat in Christianos ;” the word occurs only here in 
the N. T. ; on the subject-matter, comp. Acts xxii. 4; Gal. i. 13. 
— kal bBp.ornv] also in Rom. i. 30. Luther translates “reviler,” 
but Wegscheider: “one who does violence.” Neither trans- 
lation expresses the full meaning as it is given in Tittmann’s 
(Syn. p. 74) explanation: “ qui prae superbia non solum con- 


1 According to the reading of NS: ivduveuodves without ue is to be taken as a 
simple attribute : ‘‘ Christ Jesus who bestows strength.” 

2 Cf. 1 Cor. vii. 25: yrdpny 8 didamr ds hrenwtvos bord xupiov mioros iver, Paul 
gives the nature of this daxovia in Acts xx. 24: 4 Yscxovia fy ZraaBov Tape rou 
xupiov “Inood, Dicepeeprd pore bees TO evayytrsoy rns wapiros Tov Bead, 
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temnit alios, sed etiam contumeliose tractat, et injuriis afficit.” 
‘TBpiev denotes the arrogant conduct of another, whether in 
words or in actions.— The context leads us to think of 
Christ’s work, or Christ Himself, as the object of the apostle’s 
blasphemy: — Having judged his former conduct in straight- 
forward fashion, Paul goes on to contrast with it the grace of 
the Lord: add’ 7re7Pnv, adding, however, by way of explana- 
tion: OTs dyvody éroinca év amictia. De Wette is not 
correct in supposing that the intended aim of these words is 
to furnish some excuse for himself.’ — 7Xe7Onv] (Luther : “to 
my lot did compassion fall”) is not to be limited to the 
pardon of his persecuting fury (Matthies: “to me was my 
mad eagerness in persecution most graciously forgiven”), but 
should be taken more generally of the grace imparted to the 
apostle.” — dyvodv] (comp. Rom. x. 2: Zihrov Ocod exon, 
GAN ov Kat’ ériyvwow), ie. without knowing how grievously 
IT sinned therein. The reason of this unconsciousness was éy 
amvotig. Mack is wrong in inverting the relation, as if the 
apostle added ¢v amioria to explain his dyvora. How far the 
atiotia was one to be blamed, Paul does not here say: the 
idea is to be taken in its purely negative form. It was not 
this, but the @yvova grounded on it, which lessened his guilt.’ 

Ver. 14. The last words might be so explained as to weaken 
seemingly the divine grace; and therefore the apostle feels 
bound to set forth its abundant riches. — treperdeovace Sé 1 
xapis «.T.r.| The verb vireprdcovafew only occurs here in the 
N. T., and is not current in classical Greek. The simple 
aAcovacew, With the classic writers, means: “to be more, 2. 
than the measure demands, therefore to go beyond the 
measure ;” but in several passages of the N. T. it has clearly 


1 Wiesinger: ‘‘The words are not intended to exculpate his acts, but to 
explain wherein the power of divine grace began to work on him.” Similarly 
Plitt, van Oosterzee, and others. 

2 Otto wrongly finds in #A¢%dav a special reference to the fact that Paul ‘‘ was 
entrusted with the ministry of the word.”—What precedes in ver. 12 might 
seem to support this, but what follows is entirely against such a limitation ef 
the thought. 

3 Hofmann wrongly takes iv &riwrig as in pure apposition to the participle 
é&yvoov, and maintains that éyv07» is not always an ignorance which simply does 
not even know, but a misconception of something which it should have known. 
But this more precise reference is clearly not contained in the words themselves. 
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the meaning: “ become more, therefore increase, grow larger.” 
Comp. 2 Thess. i. 3 (synon. with depav§dvev); Rom. v. 20, 
vi. 1 (Meyer: accumulate); so also Phil. iv. 17 and 2 Cor. 
iv. 15 (Meyer has there: “become abundant .. . increase,” 
and here: “be increased”). The prefix wep serves, with 
Paul, to strengthen the idea with which it is joined; thus 
umepavéave, 2 Thess. i. 3; dtaepexrepicocod, Eph. ii. 20 ; 
vmepriav, 2 Cor. xi. 5, al. In Rom. v. 20, deperepiocevoev 
seems to mean that the éwAcdvacey 1) dpwaptia was surpassed 
by the ydpis (so Meyer; Hofmann differs). If we assume 
here this reference of surpassing, we cannot regard 7re7Onv as 
the thing surpassed. For ydpus cannot be regarded as some- 
thing surpassing éAeos ;* but dzep in that case would have to 
be referred to 76 wpdtepov dvta Brdogdnpov x.t.r. Hence the 
apostle’s meaning in vmepemAcovacey would be that grace was 
manifested to him in abundant measure, far surpassing his 
enmity (so in a former edition of this commentary) ; but in 
that case GANA HrENOnY «.T.r. would be parenthetical. It is 
more correct not to assume such a reference here, but to 
explain vzrepmAcovafew: “to go (abundantly) beyond the 
measure” (Plitt, van Oosterzee, Hofmann). The apostle 
added vzepern. 7 xapis to 7rAEHOnv, because the latter expres- 
sion did not seem enough to his mind, which was penetrated 
by the unbounded greatness of the grace he had experienced. 
“Jt is as though he wrestles with speech in order to find some 
sufficient expression for the feeling which quite overpowers 
him” (van Oosterzee). The particle dé belongs to the relation 
of climax existing between the two clauses, as in Heb. xii. 6; 
it. corresponds to the English yea or aye in a climax.? — pera 
miatews Kal ayarns| The preposition werd with the genitive 
serves to connect the fact with the points that accompany it. 
iors and aydrn therefore are, properly speaking, not men- 


' Chrysostom : ob trimapabay’ nrendny yap, ap’ avy coro waver, xa) whocps couran 6 
ZAz0s, TOV un Oobyas Templar; oddumms’ UAL nal trzpa TAAL nul peydad, did Foire 
Qnoiv' boreperr. i aocpis, Onrwy, Ors varepthn nal cov Facoy re Vapu* cadru yup odz 
tArcobyres ori, AAU Gidovvros xual cPidpa ayaraveos. Similarly Leo. In this 
view the force of 7A<%ény is arbitrarily weakened. 

* Hofmann explains 2 as ranking another fact with the one already men- 
tioned ; but. in arcaény and ixepera. a xépis we have not two different facts, but 
one and the same fact—though expressed in two different ways. 
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tioned as results of the yapis, but as blessings immediately 
connected with yapis. They form, as de Wette says, the 
subjective side of the condition of grace. Leo is right, there- 
fore, in saying: “verbis wera «.7.A, indicatur, 7. «. ay. quasi 
comites fuisse illius yapiros” (so also Plitt and van Oosterzee); 
but he is wrong, if he means that Paul added these words to 
tell in what the grace was manifested as varepmAcovdlovca. — 
By riotis x. ay. 7 év Xp. “I. we are not to understand God’s 
faithfulness and love in Christ, nor the apostle’s endeavour to 
bring others to faith and love; nor, again, is év to be explained 
by dva or by ets. The words tis év Xp. ’I. are added to ris 
ayarns, and mark the love as one “ that has its ground and 
middle-point in Christ ” (Matthies); cf. 2 Tim.i.13. It is 
doubtful whether the addition is to be referred also to rictews 
(for this Matthies, Plitt, van Oosterzee; against it, Hofmann) ; 
since mictews does not properly require it, it might be better 
to limit the reference to ayamns.' “In contrasting his former 
amwotia with his present increasing loti x. dy.” (Heyden- 
reich), Paul does not lose sight of the heresy which did not 
effect otxovouia Oecod ev miates (ver. 4), and had not the 
ayatn (ver. 5) as its goal. 

Ver. 15. IItaros 6 Novos «.7.r.] With this formula, which 
is peculiar to the Pastoral Epistles (found besides here in 
peeve St Tim. U1. Tit, ii. 35° only in: Reyw ss 
there a similar formula: obtoe of Aoyou TiaTol Kal adnO.vol 
e(ot, Xxi. 5, xxii. 6), the apostle introduces the general thought 
whose truth he had himself experienced.— cai maons 
amodoxyis a&vos| This addition is also in iv. 9; the word 
amrodox7 occurs nowhere else in the N. T. (comp. dsrodexros, 
ii. 3, v. 4). As Raphelius has shown by many proofs from 
Polybius, it is synonymous in later Greek with méoris: the 
verb amrodéyer Oar (“ receive believing”) is used in the same 
sense in Acts ii 41. The adjective mdons describes the 
atroéoxn of which the word is worthy, as one complete and 
excluding all doubt. — 67 Xp. “Inc. HAOev eis Tov Koopov| 


1 Hofmann alleges against the connection with wicrews, that ‘‘?v would have 
a different meaning when joined with sierews ; according to Eph. i. 15; Col. 
i. 4;” but his reason is without force, as this other reference is here cut off by 
the intervening éyarns. 
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This expression, found especially in John, may be explained 
from the saying of Christ: é&j@ov mapa tod matpos Kat 
&mrvba eis Tov Kdcpov, John xvi. 28, Kocpos having here 
a physical, not an ethical meaning: “the earthly world.”— 
‘Apaptwrot stands here in a general sense, and is not with 
Stolz to be limited to the opponents of Christianity, nor with 
Michaelis to the heathen. As little can the idea of cdcaz be 
limited in the one direction or the other. After this general 
thought, that the aim of Christ’s coming is none other than 
the cwrnpia of sinners, the apostle returns to his own case, 
adding, in consciousness of his guilt (ver. 13): av mparés 
ety eyo, “of whom I am first.” Paul says this, conscious of 
his former determined hostility to Christ when he was a 
Brdognuos «.7.r. (ver. 13), and considering himself at the 
same time as standing at the head of simners. It is in- 
accurate to translate mparos without qualification by “the 
foremost” (in opposition to Wiesinger and others). Even in 
Mark xii. 28, 29, rpétn mdvtwyv évtody is the commandment 
which stands at the head of all, is first in the list, and devrépa 
is the one following. In order to qualify the thought, Flatt 
wishes to translate mp@tos by “one of the foremost,” which 
he thinks he can justify by the absence of the article. 
Wegscheider, again, wishes not td refer dv to duaptwrods, 
but to supply cwfopuéver or cecwopévov ; and similarly Mack 
explains @v by “of which saved sinners.” All these ex- 
positions are, however, to be rejected as pieces of ingenuity. 
The thought needs no qualification—at least not for any one 
who can sympathize with the apostle’s strong feeling. The 
apostle does not overstep the bounds of humility in what he 
says in 1 Cor. xv. 9 and Eph. ui. 8; neither does he over- 
step them here. 

Ver. 16. After calling himself the first of sinners, Paul 
gives the reason why he, this foremost sinner, found grace. 
He begins with a\v4, since it must appear strange that grace 
was imparted to him. — 6a todto 7jrenOnv] De Wette says: 
“therefor (to this end) did I receive grace.” — iva év éwot 
mpate@ évdelEntar Xp. I. thy adracay paxpobvpiav. — év ép. 
mp.| stands first for the sake of emphasis; év is not equivalent 
to“ by means of,” but to “ in the case of” (comp. Rom. vii. 19). 
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To supply dyaptorS with mper@ (first ed. of this com- 
mentary, Wiesinger, van Oosterzee, and others) is arbitrary. 
There is no need to supply anything. The thought is: “in 
my case, Christ first showed His entire paxpoOvpia.”? Paul 
says this, meaning that the entire fulness of Christ’s 
paxpoOvuia (Buttmann, p. 105) could not be shown to those 
who before had received grace, because they had not cherished 
such decided enmity to Christ as he. The zpwt@ therefore 
has a@racay corresponding with it; the greater the guilt, the 
greater the manifestation of paxpofvyia. Bengel says: 
“cunctam longanimitatem: quum minores peccatores etiam 
mensura quasi minor possit restituere.” It is not necessary 
to give the word paxpoOvuia the meaning here of 
“magnanimity” (Heydenreich, Matthies: “long-suffering or 
magnanimity”). The apostle here regards the love of the 
Lord as not causing judgment to follow straight on con- 
demnation, but as patient, and granting space for conversion. 
In this Paul has given the purpose of his pardon; but he 
states it still more definitely in the words that follow: spos 
UToTUTaCW TOY mEeAAOVYT@OY TuLoTEve em av’T@. The ex- 
pression tvo7v7was, “ likeness, image,” occurs elsewhere only 
in 2 Tim. i 13; it is synonymous with d7ddeyya in 
2 Pet. u. 6, and other passages. Elsewhere in the Pauline 
Epistles we find tuaos (Rom. v. 14; 1 Cor. x. 6, 11; 
Phil. iii. 17). Leo, without sufficient grounds, explains the 
word by institutio. The idea of type is not contained in the 
word itself, but is here transferred to it from the peddgovrov. 
—miatevew er avTa] This construction of the word muotedeww 
is found in the N. T. only here and in Rom. ix. 33, x. 11, 
1 Pet. ii. 6; but in all these passages it occurs in words 
quoted from Isa. xxviii. 16, where the LXX. has simply 
6 wictevwv. It may be explained in this way, that faith has 
confidence as its substance and basis. Matthies rightly says: 
“én avT@, not so much in Him as the object of faith, but 
rather trusting in faith on Him as the absolute basis of our 
salvation.” — els fwnv aidviov] These words are not to be 
joined to the distant taotirwow (Bengel), but to the 


1 Hofmann : ‘‘If xparos before had the meaning of locality, here wparw has 
the meaning of time as opposed to cay psrravray rioreder.” 
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muotevery immediately preceding. They present the goal 
towards which the miotevew éx’ adT@ is directed (Wiesinger). 
As Paul usually sets forth his conduct to others as a type, 
so here he gives to his experience a typical meaning for future 
believers." This may be explained from the peculiar and im- 
portant position which he held for the development of God’s 
kingdom on earth, and of which he was distinctly conscious. 
Ver. 17. “Ex sensu gratiae fluit doxologia” (Bengel). 
With this doxology the apostle closes the digression begun 
in ver. 11, and returns again to the proper epistolary style. 
— 7 5 Bacirel Tadv ai@vev] This designation for God is 
not found elsewhere in the N. T. (even the use of Bacudeds 
of God only occurs elsewhere in chap. vi. 15 and Matt. v. 35), 
but it is found in the Apocrypha of the O. T. in Tob. 
xiii. 6,10. (Keclesiasticus xxxvi. 19: 6 Ocds Tav aidver.) 
Oi aidves means either “the world,’ as in Heb.i. 2, xi. 3 
(see Delitzsch and Liinemann on this passage), or “the 
times.” The former meaning is adopted by Chrysostom, Leo, 
etc. (Leo appealing to Eusebius, de Laud. Constant. chap. vi. 
p. 431, ed. Heinrichs: tov péyav tod cipmavtos ai@vos 
Bacvréa) ; the latter, by Matthies: “the ruler of all times, so 
that all generations are at the same time concretely included.” 
In asimilar way, Heydenreich has “the supreme ruler of 
time, and of all that takes place in its course.” This latter 
explanation is supported as correct both by the preceding 
pedNovT@Y (van Oosterzee), and also by the ad@aprte follow- 
ing, and by eis tods aidvas tév aiévev farther on” It is 
incorrect to take ai@ves as equivalent to “eternity,” and 
translate: “to the king eternal” (de Wette, but tentatively ; 
Hofmann : “ the king who is for ever and without end ”),’ for 
ai@ves never has that meaning in itself. Only in the 


‘Hofmann, without grounds, disputes this view, and gives the apostle’s 
thought in this way : ‘‘The aim is to give a type, not to them, but of them ; 
they were to know that they had to expect such conversions as his, the con- 
versions of revilers and persecutors.”” But there is no hint whatever of revilers 
and persecutors only in of wéaarovres rioceveny, 

2 Comp. Ps. exly. 18, LXX.: 4 Bacirsia cov Bacirsia révrwy rav alovwy xa 4 
deororeia cou tv raon yeved xual yevec. 

* Wiesinger. explains it : “‘ He is a king of the aeons, which together give the 
idea of eternity, just as His kingdom is an everlasting kingdom,” 
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formulas dd tv aiovey and eis tovs aidvas does the 
meaning of the word approach that idea. Besides, the apostle 
would surely have expressed that adjectival idea by an 
adjective. It is quite erroneous to take the word here in the 
Gnostic sense of series of emanations, synonymous with 
yeveadoyiae in ver. 4; for, on the one hand, no proof is given 
that this expression had been already used by the heretics 
alluded to in this epistle; and, on the other, the apostle con- 
sidered the whole theory of genealogies as belonging to the 
sphere of myths. It was impossible, therefore, for him in his 
doxology to speak of God as the king of things which were to 
Him nothing but the inventions of fancy. — a¢@apt@] is only 
used of God elsewhere in Rom. i. 23 (Plut. adv. St. 31; 
Wisd. of Sol. x11, 1). Matthies: “God is the Imperishable 
One, because His nature is unchanging and based on itself,” 
equivalent to 6 udvos éywv aBavaciay, chap. vi. 16. — doparo] 
comp. Heb. xi. 27 (without Oeos), Rom. i. 20, and Col. i. 15 
(with @eos) ; equivalent to dv etdev ovdels avOpdérav, otdé 
idetv Stvatat, chap. vi. 16 ; comp. also John i. 18. — pdvm Oca] 
chap. vi. 15: povos Suvacrnys ; comp. also John y. 44, xvii. 3; 
Rom. xvi. 27: pore copd Ocd. The words dfOdpto... 
Oe are to be taken as in apposition to tT} Bacide?. But it 
is doubtful whether @e@ is to be joined with pove only, or 
also with ap@aptw and dopdtw, as is commonly done. De 
Wette is wrong in asserting that all these predicates are used 
of God superfluously: they manifestly express the absolute 
exaltation of God above all conditioned finite being, and are 
occasioned naturally (which Hofmann disputes) by the con- 
trast with the heresy which denied the absoluteness of the 
divine existence. — ttn Kali d0£a] The two words are united 
also in Rom. ii. 7, 10; Heb. ii. 7; but only here and in the 
Apocalypse do they occur in doxologies. Paul elsewhere uses 
only 60€a, and always with the article. — eds tods ai@vas tav 
ai@vev| a very common conclusion in doxologies, and found 
in Paul's other epistles. It is not to be overlooked that this 
doxology has a peculiar character distinct from those usually 
occurring in Paul, both in the mode of connection (elsewhere 
a pronoun connects them with what precedes) and also in the 
designation for God and the expressions used. 
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Ver. 18. Paul again addresses himself to Timothy direct. — 
TavTny Thy Tapayyedav] cannot be referred back to ta rapay- 
yeiAns in ver. 3 (Otto), because there he was speaking of a 
mapayyedia which Timothy was to receive, here he is speaking 
of a mapayyedia to which Timothy was to give heed. Nor 
can it be referred to xaos mapexaddeod ce (Plitt), since that 
denotes only a special commission, to which there is here no 
allusion. Some have therefore joined tadrnv immediately with 
the following iva, and taken {va as introducing the object (so 
Chrysostom and Theophylact, Matthies, de Wette, Wiesinger, 
van Oosterzee ; also in this commentary ; comp. Winer, pp. 314 f. 
[E. T. p.422]). This construction, however, is opposed by the 
order of the words; after the verb and the parenthesis xara 
Tas «.T.r., we no longer expect an expansion of the thought 
contained in tavtnv t. map.' The only course remaining is to 
agree with Hofmann in referring tavr. 7. tapayy. back to TAs 
mapayyedias in ver. 5; not, however, agreeing with him in 
interpreting the word here, “ the Christian teaching,” but taking 
it in the same sense in both places. — mapari@euat cov] comp. 
2 Tim. i. 2. The verb is here explained by most expositors, 
against usage, as equivalent to “lay to heart” (Luther : “ order,” 
in the sense of “recommend to”). Otto, and following him 
Hofmann, took it in the sense of “give something into one’s 
charge,” which meaning is possible, but not imperative. In itself 
the word means “ bring something before one,” and is defined 
more precisely by its context, ue. the purpose of bringing 
before is not contained in the word itself. ITapatibec@au 
Tapayyeriav may therefore quite well mean: propose a command 
to one, viz. that he may act in accordance with it.?— réxvov Tup.] 
see ver. 1.— Kata Tas mpoayotcas éml o€ mpopytetas| Before 


* Hofmann wrongly maintains that this construction is impossible in point of 
language and in point of fact: ‘‘in point of language, because rapuriberbes does 
not mean lay to heart, but propose, and a command is not proposed (why not 2) ; 
in point of fact, because what he calls rs rpouyovous txt oe cannot furnish any 
standard for the apostle’s injunction to Timothy to discharge his office well” 
(why not ?). 

2 In Matt. xiii. 24, 31, it is joined with rapaBoady ; it is used of setting forth 
a doctrine in Acts xvii. 3; itis chiefly used of setting forth food, as in the N. T. 
Mark viii. 7; Luke ix. 16, x. 8, xi. 6; it has the sense of ‘‘committing to the 
care of ” in Luke xii. 48. 
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giving the command itself, Paul inserts these words to add 
force to his exhortation; for they are not (as some expositors, 
Oecumenius, Heumann, Flatt, wish) to be placed after #a in 
sense, but to be joined with rapatiOeuas.— xara, “in conformity 
with,” not “ justified and occasioned by.” — mpoayctcas stands 
here quite absolutely, with the same meaning as in Heb. vii. 
18: aOétnow ... yivetat Tpoayotons évTodjs, “ the law that 
preceded ;”* the wpoay. mpopnt. are accordingly “the promises 
that preceded.” Matthies is wrong in explaining tpodyovca in 
connection with él oé, as equivalent to “leading towards 
thee,” 2.e. “pointing or aiming towards thee.” This meaning 
Tpoayew never has; as a transitive verb it certainly means: 
“lead forward to any one ;” but this is manifestly a different 
idea from that which Matthies ascribes to it. Otto explains 
it: “the prophecies that guide to thee,” making appeal to 
Xenophon, Memorabd. iv. 1, in which passage Kiihner para- 
phrases mpodyew by viam monstrare. In this case we should 
have to understand it: those among the prophecies that showed 
others the way leading to Timothy, a statement clearly without 
meaning. It is, however, altogether arbitrary when Otto 
defines the prophecies more precisely as those that led to 
Timothy’s ordination, or occasioned it. — émi cé] is not to be 
connected with mpoayotcas, but with mpopntelas, as Luther 
rightly translates it: “according to the former prophecies 
regarding thee ;” or de Wette: “in accordance with the pre- 
ceding prophecies on thee” (so, too, Wiesinger, van Oosterzee, 
Plitt, Hofmann). On the other hand, the translation: “ vaticinia 
olim de te praenuntiata” (Heydenreich), is inaccurate. Ai émt 
aé mpod. are: the prophecies (expressed) over thee (the peculiar 
meaning of ézi as descending to something should not be over- 
looked) ; while zpoay. describes these as preceding Timothy’s 
apostleship.? — mpogpytelas] Chrysostom: 70 Ths SidacKxadias 


1 Comp. Liinemann and Delitzsch on the passage. Otto is wrong in asserting 
that xpoéye is never used of priority of time. While it occurs more frequently 
in the sense of ‘‘ precede some one,” it has in other passages of the N. T. (e.g. 
Matt. xxvi. 32; Mark vi. 45) the meaning practically of ‘‘ go before some one in 
any direction whatever,” the notion of space manifestly passing into that of time. 
In the passage in Hebrews, Otto thinks that rpodyouea ought to mean : “‘ driving 
forward from one election of high priest to another” (!). 

2 Jn taking the words thus: ai ta} 0% xpopnrsias, there is not, as Otto main- 
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kal lepootyns akiopa, weya dv, THs TOD Ocod Setrar Wypov... 
Sua TO Tadaov aro THs mpopytelas yivovTas ot lepets, ToUTETTL 
amd mvevrpatos aylov. Otrws 6 Tim. npéOn. This is wrong, 
simply because Timothy’s office was not a priestly one. It is 
quite arbitrary to translate zpodyrtetas by : “ doctrines, exhorta- 
tions,” or “ hopes,” or “ good testimonies” (Heinrichs : “ by means 
of the good hope and expectation which every one cherished 
regarding thee”). IIpopnretau here, as always, are utterances 
proceeding from the Holy Spirit, whatever be their contents or 
their occasion ; here it is most natural to think of prophecies 
made when the éi@ecus TOV YEL_poY TOD TpecPuTeEpiov (chap. iv. 
14) was imparted to Timothy and made regarding his worthy 
discharge of the office (Wiesinger).’— ta otpatein év adtais 

N \ / / / 

Thy Kady otpateiav] Purpose of the wapariOeuai cor. ZTpa- 
tela (elsewhere only in 2 Cor. x. 4) is frequently translated 
inaccurately by “ fight ;” Luther is more correct: “that thou 
mayest exercise in it a good knighthood.” tpatela denotes 
the entire warfare ; the only thing wrong in Luther's transla- 
tion is the indefinite article. Though the Christian calling is 
not seldom described as a warfare, yet here the word is used 
specially of Timothy’s office, in which he had to contend 
against the érepodudacKanodrtes (vy. 3 ff.).? De Wette inaccu- 
rately explains it: “that thou conduct thyself worthily and 
bravely in the discharge of thy evangelic duty ;” as if the 
words were: Wa Karas otpat. THY otpateiav. The chief 
accent rests on €v avtais, not on Kadjv; the otpateda assigned 
to Timothy is in itself cad, quite apart from his behaviour 
in it. — €v avtais] According to Matthies, Winer (p. 362 [E. T. 
p. 484]), Wiesinger, Otto, and others, Paul conceives the 
mpopnretas as an armour round Timothy: “as though equipped 
tains, a change of order not occurring in Greek ; comp. 2 Cor. viii. 2: 4 xara 
pdbous rruxeia uitay, It is also wrong to say that the prepositional clause must 
flow from the substantive, and that wep/, therefore, should stand here foria/. In 
the passage quoted, x«ré manifestly does not flow from the idea of the substan- 
tive rrwyeia. 

1 According to Hofmann, they were prophecies ‘‘ which had promised to Paul 
that Timothy would be a true servant of the gospel, and had confirmed him in 
his choice when he assumed Timothy as his colleague in the apostleship.” 

* Manifestly Paul here returns to vv. 3 ff., and so far gives reason for saying 


that here ‘‘we have not in form but in substance” the apodosis which was 
wanting before (Wiesinger). 
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with them ;” it might, however, be more natural to translate : 
“within them,” 2.e. in their limits, not exceeding them. The 
interpretation: im accordance with them (van Oosterzee, Hof- 
mann: “the prophecies are to be regarded as a rule of con- 
duct ”), is against the usage of the N. T. 

Ver. 19. The manner in which Timothy is to discharge 
his office, is given still more precisely in the words éyav 
miotw Kai aya@ny cuveldnow. It is difficult to bring éywv 
into direct connection with the preceding figure o7pate/a 
(Matthies: “hold fast the faith which elsewhere, in Eph. vi. 
16, is called a shield, a weapon of defence in our warfare ;” 
Otto thinks that Paul conceives wiotis and ay. cuveidnots as 
“the contending power which the general commands, z.c. as his 
troops!”). It is simply “holding, maintaining” (de Wette), 
ze. not denying. ‘The reason for the collocation peculiar to 
this epistle of wiotis and aya67 cuveidnots, and for the strong 
emphasis laid on the latter idea (comp. ver. 5, iv. 2, etc.), is, 
that the apostle regards the denial of the dy. cvveld. as the 
source of the heresy. This is proved by the words that 
follow, in which Paul returns to the mention of the heretics : 
Hy (viz. ayabnv cvveldnow) Teves (comp. ver. 6). — aracdpevot| 
This expression, not strange (de Wette) but suitable, denotes 
the “wantonness” (de Wette) with which the heretics sacri- 
ficed the good conscience to their selfish purposes.’ — zrepl thy 
miotw évavaynoav| vavayely occurs only here in a figurative 
sense. IIep/ gives the matter in which they had made ship- 
wreck, z.c. suffered loss. ITIep¢ with the accusative, equivalent 
to quod attinet ad, is found in the N. T. only in the Pastoral 
Epistles; comp. 1 Tim. vi 4, 21; 2 Tim. 1. 18, i. 8; Tit. 
ii, 7; see Winer, p. 379 [E. T. p. 506]. 

Ver. 20. “Av éotiv ‘Tpuévatos Kal ’AdéEavdpos] In 2 Tim. 
ii. 17, the apostle names two false teachers whose words eat 
like a cancer—Hymenaeus and Philetus. There is no ground 
for distinguishing between the Hymenaeus there and the one 

1 Van Oosterzee remarks on dyubay covsidyow ‘as a troublesome reminder,” 
which is not appropriate, because dy. cuved. is not the conscience exhorting to 
good and punishing evil, but of willing and doing good.—Hofmann’s opinion, 
that the good conscience is compared to ‘‘the ballast which gives the necessary 


stability to a ship,” is wrong, since érmézirtes does not mean “to cast over- 
board.” 
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here mentioned. No difficulty is caused even by the fact 
that “the one here is mentioned as a man cast out from the 
church, and the other merely as an example of error” (de 
Wette); for Hymenaeus and Philetus are not so tenderly 
dealt with in the other passages as de Wette seems to think. 
As to Alexander, we must leave it unsettled whether he is 
the same as the one mentioned in 2 Tim. iv. 14. The 
reasons are not decisive which seem to tell against the 
identity, viz. that in the other passage the surname 0 yadxeds 
is added, and that “he is mentioned there not as excommuni- 
cated, but rather as still coming in contact with the apostle ; 
not as a heretic, but as an opponent” (de Wette). It is, how- 
ever, quite arbitrary to regard the Alexander (Acts xix. 33) 
who took part in the uproar at Ephesus as identical with the 
one mentioned here (see Meyer on the passage).'— ods mapédwxa 
T® catava| the same excommunication of which the apostle 
speaks in 1 Cor. v. 5 (comp. Meyer on the passage). It is 
not simply excommunication from the church, but with the 
purpose of ensuring, through Satan’s means, éAcOpos THs capKes 
to the one excommunicated. This is shown not only by the 
formula itself, but also by the solemnity with which Paul 
there expresses himself. The added clause, a madev0aou 
K.7.r., makes it clear that here also the apostle had in mind 
eis 6heOpov T. capx., for that clause at the same time gives the 
purpose of the rapédwxa, which is the reformation (Wa 76 rvedpa 
ow6, 1 Cor. v. 5), or at least the preservation, of the excom- 
municated man from Pracdnpeiv.? —adeverv] in classical 
Greek equivalent to “educate, especially by instruction,” so 


1 Otto (pp. 98-112) gives a very vivid and detailed picture of the tumult at 
Ephesus in which a certain Alexander took part, in order to prove the identity 
of the two Alexanders, and confirm his view regarding the date of the composi- 
tion of this epistle. But even if the course of that tumult was as Otto describes 
it, with the aid of many arbitrary suppositions, still we can by no means infer 
the identity he maintains. In order to prove it, Otto does not despise many 
strange assumptions, such as, that the designation yaaxsts (2 Tim. iv. 14) was 
given to Alexander because he was one of those who manufactured the miniature 
silver temples ; further, that he, deceived by the soothsayers, had made no 
objection to the union of the worship of Jehovah with heathen idolatry. 

2 Tn opposition to Hofmann’s opinion, that neither here nor in the passage of 
Corinthians we are to think of an excommunication from the church, comp. 
Meyer on 1 Cor. v. 5. 
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also Acts vii. 22, xxii. 3, has elsewhere in the N. T. the 
meaning of “punish in order to reform,” z.c. chastise ; comp. 
2 Tim. ii. 25; 1 Cor. xi. 32; 2 Cor. vi. 9, especially Heb. xii. 
5-11. In Rev. iii. 19 it stands connected with éréyyew (in 
Luke xxiii. 16, 22, the purpose of reformation falls quite into 
the background). — The ér«Opos Tis capxKés is intended by the 
apostle to be a chastisement to the one named, that he may 
be kept from further reviling. The expression Sracdypeiv 
shows that they had not only suffered shipwreck in faith, but 
in their unbelief were on the point of proceeding actually to 
revile the Lord. 
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VER. 1. rapaxa2.%] Instead of this, D* F G, Sahid. Clar. Boern. 
Hilar. Ambrosiast. ed. Cassiod. (alicubi) Or. (ter ut Rec.) 
have the imperative capaxdéaz, which is manifestly a con- 
jecture for the purpose of giving to the words the form of a 
commission to Timothy. — réyrwy] is omitted in some codd. 
(G, G, Boern. Or. [semel]); it might easily be overlooked as 
merely strencthening the zpéirov. — Ver. 3. In A 17, 67** &, Cop. 
Sahid. yap is wanting, and is therefore omitted by Lachm. 
Buttm. and Tisch. 8; it is retained in Matthaei and Tisch. 7. 
—Ver. 6. +7) wopripiov xcepo?s idfors] Some codd. have the 
reading ob +d wapr. x. 76. 20667 (D* F G, Clar. Boern. Harl.* 
Ambrosiast.; while some cursives have the reading od, but with- 
out 2dédy). This reading has only arisen out of a desire to 
connect the words more closely with what precedes. The 
omission of the words 7d wepripiv in A is to be considered 
merely an error in copying. Lachm. in his large edition (so 
also Buttm.) left them out; in the small edition he retained 
them. ® has the reading xa/ for ré.— Ver. 7. The words & 
Xpior@ were rejected from the text even by Griesb. (so also 
Scholz, Lachm., and others), because they are wanting in the 
most important authorities, in A D* F G 3, 6, 23* 31, al., Syr. 
utr. Arr. Copt. etc.; on the other hand, they are found in x. 
Matthaei, however, has retained them with the remark: adhuc 
maneo in ea sententia, ut credam, ab Praxapostolis et Eucho- 
logiis exclusum esse in fine lectionis. If they are compared 
with Rom. ix. 1, it is easy to explain how they came into the 
text. — Instead of é wiorsi, 8 has é yvwoe. Buttm., following A, 
reads ¢v svejwars.— Ver. 8. Instead of the singular darcyiouci, 
F G 17, 47, 67** al., Syr. utr. Boern. Or. (ter sed ter ut Rec.) 
Eus., etc., have the plural dsadroyiouéy (Tisch. 7); Matthaei 
remarks on this: hujusmodi lectiones plerumque placent viris 
graece doctis; verum in N. T. contraria ferenda est sententia. 
Most authorities, including 8, have the singular (Lachm. 
Buttm. Tisch. 8). The plural is with Reiche to be con- 
sidered a mere correction, all the more that the singular of the 
word does not occur elsewhere in the N. T. (except in Luke ix. 
46, 47); comp. especially Phil. ii, 14—Ver. 9. xa’ ras] are 
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wanting in A 71; x«/ alone is wanting in X, and ré¢ alone is 
wanting in D* F G 67** 73, al, Or. Lachm. and Buttm. 
omitted both words, Tisch. only rés¢.—% xpuom] Instead of 
the fe. 4 (im D*** K L, etc.), Lachm. Buttm. Tisch. 
rightly adopted x«/, following A D* FG, etc. Tisch. retained 
the Rec. xpvoyi, following D K L, etc.; Lachm. and Buttm., 
on the other hand, read ypuciw, following A FG, etc. As both 
forms are used in the N. T., we can hardly decide which is 
right here-—Ver. 10. The reading ws instead of 6, found in some 
cursives, Arm. and Cypr., is manifestly a correction to facilitate 
the interpretation.— Ver. 12. Instead of yuvasm) 6: didcoxer 
(Tisch. 7), we should follow A DFG x, al., Arm. Vulg. It. 
Cypr. Jer. Ambrosiast., and read diddoxew 62 yuvoixi, which has 
been received into the text by Lachm. Buttm. Tisch. 8. Hofm., 
for the sake of his exposition, prefers the Rec.— Ver. 14. 
Instead of the Rec. ararndeiow, Lachm. Buttm. Tisch. read the 
compound égararnécisx, on the testimony of A D* F G17 28, al, 
Mt. K., Bas. Chrys. If the compound had not such weighty 
authorities in its favour, we should be inclined to account for 
it out of Rom. vu. 11 and 2 Cor. xi. 3.— Ver. 15. On the 
reading ydép for 62, found in some codd., Matthaei rightly 
remarks: ita centies istae particulae ... praesertim in prin- 
cipio pro arbitrio mutantur. 


Ver. 1. After directing Timothy’s attention generally to the 
otpateia to which he had been appointed, Paul proceeds to 
mention in detail the things for which, in his office, he had to 
care. This connection of thought is marked by the particle of 
transition odv (Wiesinger), which therefore does not stand (as 
de Wette, following Schleiermacher, thinks) without any logical 
connection.'— mpatov ravtwy] is not to be taken with zro:- 
eto Oat, as Luther does: “ to do before everything else,” but with 
mapaxar® (Heydenreich, Matthies, de Wette, Wiesinger, van 
Oosterzee). — troveto Oat Senoers x.7.r.] The apostle herewith 
begins to give “instructions regarding public prayer” (Wie- 
singer). The idea of prayer is here expressed by four words. 
Aénow and mpocevyy are connected in other passages as 

1 Hofmann’s reference of ov to i. 15 and the conclusion of ver. 16 is far- 
fetched : ‘‘ If Christ came into the world to save sinners, and if the long-suffering 
of God towards the man whom He made His apostle from being a reviler, was 
to be a prophecy regarding the conversion of those who were afterwards made to 


believe on Him, it becomes Christians not, in sectarian fashion, to limit its 
command to its sphere at that time, but to extend it to all men.” 
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synonyms—in Eph. vi. 18, Phil. iv. 6 ; the difference between 
them is this, that dénovs can be used only of petitionary prayer, 
mpooevyxy of every kind of prayer. Not less general in meaning 
is évrev&is, from évtuyyave Twi incidere in aliquem, adire ali- 
quem, and in reference to God: pray (Wisd. viii. 21, xvi. 28). 
The reference to another is not contained in the word itself, but 
in the preposition connected with it, as in Rom. xi. 2: xara 
twos; and Rom. viii. 34; Heb. vii. 25: taép tevos. Accord- 
ingly, the substantive évrev&is, which occurs only here and in 
chap. iv. 5, does not in itself possess the meaning of intercession 
for others, but denotes simply prayer as an address to God 
(Wiesinger) ; comp. Plutarch, Vita Nuwmae, chap. 14: pm 
movioOar Tas mpos TO Octov évrevEcus ev aoyoria Kal Tap- 
épyos. The three words, accordingly, are thus distinguished : 
in the first, the element of insufficiency is prominent; in the 
second, that of devotion; and in the third, that of child-like 
confidence (prayer—the heart’s converse with God). Calvin is 
right in his remark, that Paul joined these three words together 
here “ut precandi studium et assiduitatem magis commendet 
ac vehementius urgeat.”’ — edvyapictias] “ prayers of thanks- 
giving,” the apostle adds, because in Christian prayer the 
giving of thanks should never be wanting ; comp. Phil. iv. 6: 
év Taytl TH Tpocevyh Kal TH Senoes peTa evyapiotias Ta 
aitnpata tuwav yvwpifecCar mpos tov Oedv.— trép TavTev 
avOpérer | is not to be referred merely to evyapsortia, but also to 


1 In regard to the more precise definition of the word, there is much that is 
arbitrary in expositors older and more recent. Thus dén01 is understood to be 
prayer for averting the punishment of sin; xporevx7, prayer for the bestowal of 
benefits ; Zyrev%:s, prayer for the punishment of the unrighteous (Theodoret : déncis 
loc, Urip arurrAuyns rivav Avanpwv ixereia wporPepoutvn® sxpocsuxn tor alenois 
ayobay’ tyrsvbis tors xarnyopia ray adixodyrwy; so, too, Theophylact and Oecu- 
menius). Photius (ad Amphil. qu. 198) explains évruyi« in the same way : 
lyroglia (orev cls xare Tar ddixodvTmy tyruyxdyn rq Och, Tpocxurovpevos ardy eis 
tndixnow) ; but the other two words differently : dénois wiv Albysras, Bray cis Ocdv 
aioli sis mpirypuce xpoceuzen dt, ray Suxy roy Ocov, Origen (wep) edxae, § 44) finds a 
climax in the succession of the words, and distinguishes xporcuyat from dehocss 
in this way, that the former are prayers joined with a dZor0via, made for greater 
things and weyarcpuicrspoy, while évredées are the prayers of one who has rejinclav 
rive wAstovec.—Still more arbitrary is Kling’s explanation, that de4vers are prayers in. 
reference to the circumstances of all mankind; xporzuy«i, prayers for some benefit ; 
tyrebers, prayers for the aversion of evil. Matthies is partly right, partly wrong 
when he says: aes is the prayer made with a feeling of the need of God, so 
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the preceding words (Wiesinger). The prayer of the Christian 
community (for this and not private prayer is here spoken of) 
is—ain petition and thanksgiving—to embrace all mankind. 
Ver. 2. ‘Yrép Baciéwv] Bacwdrge7s are not merely the 
Roman emperors, the apostle using the plural because of the 
emperors colleagues (Baur); the word is to be taken, in a 
more general sense, as denoting the highest authorities in the 
state. — kal wavtay tov év bTEepoyy dvtTwy] not only denoting 
the governors in the provinces, but all who hold the office of 
magistrate anywhere. The expression is synonymous with 
é£ovoias bTepéyoucas in Rom. xiii. 1; comp. 2 Mace. iii. 11: 
avnp &v uTepoyn Keiwevos. Josephus calls the magistrates 
simply ai vrepoyai (Antig. vi. 4. 3). In the old liturgies we 
find, in express accordance with this passage, the dénous tmép 
Baciréwv cat tadv ev bTEpoyy, UTEp Tis elpHvyns TOD TVpuTaVTOS 
xocpov. The purpose for which intercession is specially to 
be made for all men in authority is given in the words that 
follow: ta *jpewov Kal jovyvov Blov Sdiayopev, which, as de 
Wette rightly remarks, denotes the objective and not the sub- 
jective purpose. Paul does not mean here to direct attention 
to the value which intercession has for our own inner life, 
and by means of this for outward peace, as Heydenreich 
(“ Christians are to pray also for heathen rulers, that by this 
prayer they may keep alive within themselves the quiet sub- 
missive spirit of citizens”), Matthies (“ animated with loving 
thoughts towards the representatives of the government, they 
that the inner side of the need and of uprightness (?) is particularly prominent ; 
mporzux7, prayer, in the act of devotional address to the Godhead, therefore with 
‘reference to the outward emercise (2) ; tvred¥es, intercession, made not so much 
for ourselves as on behalf of others (?).—There is no ground whatever for the 
opinion of Heydenreich, that the first two expressions are used of prayer (déneus 
= petition ; porevx74 = thanksgiving) for the whole Christian community, while 
the other two (Zvrevé:s = petition ; etyaporia = thanksgiving) are used of prayer 
for the whole of mankind. Lastly, we may note the peculiar view of Augustine 
(Zp. 59), according to which the four expressions are to be understood of prayers 
used at the celebration of the Lord’s Supper, 3:47 being the precationes before 
consecration ; xporevyui, the orationes at the benediction, consecration, and 
breaking of bread ; évrevZes, the interpellationes at the benediction of the con- 
gregation ; and ebyuporia, the gratiarum actio at the close of the communion. 
Plitt so far agrees with this view of Augustine, that he thinks the apostle’s 


various expressions denote the various liturgical prayers, as they were defined 
even in ancient times at the celebration of the Eucharist (?). 
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are to be blameless in their walk, and to strive after the 
undisturbed enjoyment of outward peace”), and others think ; 
but the apostle is speaking of the still, quiet life as a blessing 
which the church obtains by prayer to God for the rulers.’ 
The prayer is directed, as Wiesinger rightly remarks, not for 
the conversion of the heathen rulers, but for the divine bless- 
ing necessary to them in the discharge of their office (Rom. 
xiii, 14). — The adj. #peuos occurs only here” in the N. T., 
and avx0s only here and in 1 Pet. iii, 4 (synonymous with 
mpais). The expression Biov diayew also occurs only here ; 
in Tit. iii. 3, Sudyew is used without Biov.— No exact dis- 
tinction can be established between #peuos and Hadyuos. 
Olshausen (in Wiesinger) says, without reason, that the former 
means: “not disquieted from without ;” the latter, “ from 
within.” ’Hpéwa denotes, in classic Greek at any rate, “still, 
tranquil existence ;” but *ovyuos (Hovyos) has the same 
meaning, and also denotes that there is no disturbance from 
without. The collocation of the two words serves to give more 
force to the thought; a Hp. x. javx. Bios is a life led without 
disturbance from without, with no excitement of fear, etc. — 
Biov Sidyewv] “ spend life, more than dyew” (Wiesinger) ; the 
same expression is often found in classical writers. — év racy 
evoceBela Kal ceuvornte] Not on this, but on 7p. cab jovy. is 
the chief emphasis of the sentence laid (Plitt); the words only 
add a more precise definition. EvoéBeva, a word foreign to the 
other Pauline Epistles, and (with evocBys, edoeBds, edocBéw) 
occurring only in the Pastoral Epistles, in Acts, and in 2 Pet., 
denotes the godliness of the heart; ceuvdrns, also peculiar to 
the Pastoral Epistles (cewvds, only here and in Phil. iv. 8), 
denotes the becoming conduct of the Christian in all the 
relations of life. Hofmann is arbitrary in separating this 
addition from what immediately precedes, and joining it with 


1 Hofmann maintains, without grounds, that ive x.7.a. does not give the 
purpose of the prayer for all men and for rulers, but ‘‘the purpose for which 
rulers exist” (!). 

* Nor is the positive 7pewos used in the Greek classics. As yet it has been 
found only in the Jnsecript. Olbiopol. n. 2059, v. 24, by Lobeck; see Winer, 
p. 68 [E. T. p. 82]; Buttmann, p. 24.—The substantives Aovyia and apeuia are 
frequently found together in the classics; e.g. Demosth, de Contributione, § 8 ; 
Bekk. s, Dorville, On Chariton. p. 411. 
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moveta Oar Sejoess x.7.d.,a8 “denoting the manner in which the 
prayer commended is to be made.” 

Ver. 3. This verse points back to what was said in ver. 1; 
not, however, in such a way as to make ver. 2 a parenthesis 
(so in a former edition of this commentary), but rather so as 
to include the points mentioned in it. — todro] does not refer 
to the thoughts immediately preceding, but to the oveioOar 
dejoes . . . UTép Tdvtwyv avOpdrev x.t.r.— The highest 
motive of the Christian to such prayer is the good pleasure of 
God. — cardv kal arddexrov] arddexTos (like dzrodoyn) occurs 
only in this First Epistle to Timothy; it is synonymous with 
evdpeotos in Col. iii. 20 (rodT0 yap evdpectov éotw év Kupio). 
— €voToy ToD cwTHpos Huav Oecod] is referred only to dzo- 
dextov by several expositors, who either take «andy absolutely 
(de Wette: “good in itself;” so also van Oosterzee, Matthies : 
“xan. denotes the endeavour recommended in its inner worth 
and contents”’), or, as Leo, supply with it évémvoy tov avOpe- 
mov: “which is praiseworthy, sce. before men.” The latter is 
clearly quite arbitrary; but even for the former there is not 
sufficient ground, all the more when we compare 2 Cor. vill. 21: 
Tpovootmev yap Kaha ov povoy évaTiov xKupiov, aAda Kal 
éveTtiov avOpwTav.. On owrnp, see i. 1.— Paul uses this 
name for God here because he has already in mind the thought 
that follows (Wiesinger). 

Ver. 4. Ground of the previous thought. The general inter- 
cession is Kan. x. a7ro6. before God, because He, etc. It is not 
unusual to give in a relative clause the grounds of a previous 
statement. “Os mdvtas avOpmmous Oéder cwO var (comp. Tit. 
ii. 11)] The chief accent is laid on wdvtas (corresponding 
with tép wavtwy, ver. 1), which is therefore placed first. 
God’s purpose of salvation extends to all, and therefore the 
prayer of Christians must include all. Wiesinger, however, 
is right in remarking that “the apostle in ds «.7.A. does not 
mean specially to give a reason for prayer for the conversion 
of all men, but for prayer generally as a duty of universal 
love to men.” Chrysostom puts it differently: pspod Tov 

1 Heydenreich’s opinion is utterly erroneous, that Paul calls prayer for all 


zany, because it is not only right and good, but ‘‘ brings a benefit to the Chris- 
tians, by recommending them to their rulers.” 
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Ocov' ef mavtas avOpdmous Oérger TwO Hvar, Oéhe Kali od: ei O€ 
Ores, ebyou' TOV yap ToLwoITov (Tov OeddvTwV) éoTi TO 
evyeo Oar, — The true connection of thought is obscured if we 
supply the intermediate thought, that prayer for all, and 
specially for kings, serves to maintain the peace without which 
the spread of Christianity would be hindered.’— xal eis 
ériyvacw adnOcias édOciv] The same connection of words is 
found elsewhere only in 2 Tim. iii. 7; on the meaning of 
érriyvwats, see my Commentary on Colossians, pp. 74 f., Remark. 
— The connection of the two expressions cw@fvac and ets 
érriyy. ar. €XOetvy may be regarded differently. Hofmann takes 
them to be in substance identical; Heydenreich takes the 
latter as an explanation of the former, “showing how and by 
what means God wishes to effect the salvation of all;” he 
therefore regards the émiyvwots 7. ad. as the means of the 
cwrnpia, So, too, Winer (p. 514 [E. T. p. 692]): “ at first the 
general purpose is mentioned (cai, and in pursuance of this), 
then the immediate purpose (as a means of attaining the 
other).” It is explained in the same way by Wiesinger, van 
Oosterzee, and others. But it seems more natural to regard 
the ériyvwous Tis adnOelas as the goal to which the rescue 
(c@Ojvar) leads (so, too, Plitt).’ 

Ver. 5. Eis yap Ocds] The particle yap connects this verse 
with the thought immediately preceding (Wiesinger), and not, 
as Leo and Mack think, with the exhortation to pray for all? 
The apostle wishes by it to confirm the idea of the universality 
of the divine purpose of salvation as true and necessary: he 
does this first by pointing to the unity of God. There is a 


1 Mosheim (Instit. Hist. Eccles. maj. 1. 36): Id sanctus homo tradit: nisi 
pax in orbe terrarum vigeat, fieri nullo modo posse, ut voluntati divinae, quae 
omnium hominum salutem cupit, satisfiat; bellis nimirum flagrantibus haud 
licuisset legatis Jesu Christi, secure ad omnes populos proficisci. 

2 In this verse the idea of the universality of God’s purpose of salvation is 
clearly and distinctly expressed. Calvin, in order to save his theory of pre- 
destination, has to take refuge in an exposition more than ingenious: de 
hominum generibus, non singulis personis, sermo est; nihil enim aliud intendit, 
quam principes et extraneos, populos in hoe numero includere. 

8 Van Oosterzee confuses the two references: ‘‘God’s universal purpose of 
salvation is here established in such a way that at the same time there is ¢o 
@ certain extent (!) an indication of a third motive for performing Christian 
intercessions.” 
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quite similar connection of ideas in Rom. iii. 30 (emphasis 
is laid on God’s unity in another connection in 1 Cor. viii. 6, 
and, in a third connection, in Eph. iv. 6). From the unity of 
God, it necessarily follows that there is only one purpose 
regarding all; for if there were various purposes for various 
individuals, the Godhead would be divided in its nature. As 
there is one God, however, so also ‘there is one Mediator. — 
els xal pecitns Ocod cal avOpdrav] The word peclrns! occurs 
elsewhere in the Pauline Epistles only in Gal. iii. 19, 20, 
where the name is given to Moses, because through him God 
revealed the law to the people. Elsewhere in the N. T. the 
word is found only in Heb. viii. 6, ix. 15, xii. 24, and in con- 
nection with draOyj«ns, from which, however, it cannot (with 
Schleiermacher and de Wette) be concluded that the idea 
mediator refers necessarily to the corresponding idea covenant. 
Christ is here named the weciryns Ocod Kat avOpetrwr, because 
He is inter Deum et homines constitutus (Tertullian). He is 
the Mediator for both, in so far as only through Him does 
God accomplish His purpose of salvation (His @é\ew) regarding 
men, and in so far as only through Him can men reach the 
goal appointed them by God (coOfvat Kal eis ériqv. an. 
édGeiv). Hofmann says: “ He is the means of bringing about 
the relation in which God wishes to stand towards men, and 
in which men ought to stand towards God.” As with the 
unity of God, so also is the unity of the Mediator a surety for 
the truth of the thought expressed in ver. 4, that God’s 0érew 
refers to all men. — To define it more precisely, Paul adds: 
avOpwiros Xpwctos “Incobs. This addition may not, as Otto 
and others assume, have been occasioned by opposition to the 
docetism of the heretics. In other epistles of the N. T. 
special emphasis is laid on Christ’s humanity, with no such. 
opposition to suggest it; thus Rom. v. 15; 1 Cor. xv. 21; 
Phil. ii. 7; Heb. ii, 16, 17. In this passage the reason for it. 
is contained first in the designation of Christ as the peotrns 
(Theodoret: dvOpwrov 6& Tov Xpictov @vopacev, éresds 
pecitny éxddecev’ évavOpwaTyicas yap éepwecitevoey); and 

1 Regarding the use of the word in classical Greek, comp. Cremer, 3.v.— 


There is no necessity for Cremer’s opinion, that pecfrns in the passages of 
Hebrews does not so much mean ‘‘mediator” as “‘ surety.” 
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further, in the manner in which Christ carried out His work 
of mediation, i.e, as the next verse informs us, by giving 
Himself up to death.! 

Ver. 6. ‘O Sods éavtov avtinvtpovy trép mwavtwv] The 
word dvtidvtpov, which occurs only here, is synonymous with 
avraddnaypa in Matt. xvi. 26; it is distinguished from the 
simple Avrpov, as Matthies rightly remarks, only in this, that 
the preposition makes the idea of exchange still more emphatic. 
According to the usage of the N. T., there can be no doubt 
that the apostle here alludes to Christ’s reconciling death ; 
comp., besides Tit. ii. 14, Matt. xx. 28, etc., especially 1 Pet. 
i. 18,19, where the réysov aiua is mentioned as the means 
by which we are redeemed. ‘The expression dots éavtdv has 
here—where dvtidvtpoy is added by way of apposition to 
éavtov (as in Matt. xx. 28, Avvpov is in apposition to Typ 
aux7jv avtod)—the emphatic meaning of self-surrender to 
death, as in Tit. i, 14, Gal. i. 4 (comp. also in John vi. 51, iv 
[tv cdpka pov] dec, which, indeed, is uncertain critically), 
where Sods éavTov has the same meaning as tapadovds éavtov 
in Gal. ii 20; Eph. v. 25 (comp., too, Rom. viii. 32). He 
gave Himself as a ransom by giving Himself up to death. 
The thought on which it is based is this: men were held év 
TH €Eovoia Tod oxoTovs (Col, i. 13); from this they could not 
free themselves (ri dace. avOpwmos avTdd\Naypa THs Wuyis 
avtov, Matt. xvi. 26); Christ therefore gave the dvtidutpov 
necessary to free them; this ransom is Himself (Sods éavrdv), 
ie. His life: trav xuynv adtod, Matt. xx. 28; so that by this, 
cwtnpia is purchased for them. This, however, was done for 
the benefit not of some, but of all. Hence Paul adds expressly 
brép (equivalent to: in commodum?) rdvter, which is emphatic, 


1 The dvépixuy suggested the dpwaes all the more naturally, that in the 
apostle’s consciousness the carnpia of men could be wrought only by a man. 
Only a man could reconcile men with God; only, indeed, the man of whom it 
was said és ipavepwén tv oupxs (chap. iii, 16). Hofmann supposes that Christ 
Jesus is here called évépazos, ‘in order to say that, as He became man to be 
mediator, He is therefore the mediator and saviour not of this or of that man, 
but of all men without distinction.” This thought, however, is more the ground 
of the «is, for even the mediator ‘‘ of this or that man” might also be a man. 

2 Van Oosterzee asserts, without reason, that éxép here is to be taken in the 
sense of substitution. 
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and with which he returns to the beginning of ver. 4. In 
this, as at i. 15, the apostle revealed the substance of the 
bytaivovea SidacKkaria, only that here he defines his former 
expression more precisely. — In order, however, that this act of 
love on the Lord’s part may bring forth its fruit, it must be 
proclaimed to the world; this is indicated in the words that 
follow. — ro paptipiov Katpois idiots] Td papTuvpioy is not to 
be taken as in apposition to dvtiAvtpoy, and explained of the 
death of Christ (Chrysostom: paptupuov To mdOos); it is to 
be regarded as in apposition to the thought contained in the 
previous words of this verse (not “to the whole of what was 
previously said,” Hofmann). This does not mean, however, 
that Td waprvpsov denotes Christ’s gift of Himself as a ransom 
(or “ Christ’s sacrifice”), to be “the witness of salvation set 
forth at the appointed time, the historical fact that the divine 
purpose of salvation is realized” (Matthies) ;’ for waptvpsor is 
not the deed itself, but the attestation, the proclamation of 
the deed; comp. 1 Cor. i. 6, 11.1. Nor does it mean that by 
poaptvptov we are to understand the testimonium, quod Deus 
per Christi vitam, doctrinam et mortem protulit, vera esse ea 
omnia et rata, quae V. T. prophetae fore divinaverant (Hein- 
richs), for there is nothing to indicate an allusion to O. T. 
prophecy. ‘The act of Christ already mentioned is called vo 
papTvptov, in so far as this was its meaning and purpose. 
Bengel: 7d paptvpsov ace. absol. ut évderywa, 2 Thess. i. 5, 
innuitur testimonium redemtionis universalis.” The reason 
why the preaching of the gospel is called paprupzoy, is that its 
subject is an historical fact, the importance of which becomes 
known only by individual experience. — xarpois (dios) “ is 
to be connected with To paprvpsor, just as if it were connected 
with 7rd paptupovpevov” (Hofmann); the same expression is 


1 Leo’s explanation is substantially the same as this: Quae Christus, inquit 
apostolus, ad homines servandos fecit, ea sunt ipsius Dei testimonium. Quid 
vero testatus est Deus eo, quod Jesum Christum mori passus est? Quid aliud, 
quam amorem suum in genus humanum plane incomparabilem ? 

2 Van Oosterzee believes that ~aprvpiov here must be taken as in apposition to 
ayrirurpoy, the apostle calling the Lord’s surrender of Himself the great waprdpiy, 
with special reference to the truth mentioned in ver. 4. But against this it is 
to be remarked, that this explanation does not give a right definition of the 
relation of apposition, nor of the meaning and purpose of the wxprdpior. 
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found im vi. 15; Tit. i 3; also Gal. vi 9 (Acts: xvi. 26: 
Ka.po mpotetaypévot) ; Chrysostom: tois mpoonKover xarpots. 

Ver. 7. This verse defines more precisely the previous 
paptupiov; it was for proclaiming the waptdpiov that the 
apostle received the office entrusted to him. The chief 
emphasis rests on the universality; the subject of the 
paptupioy is the fact that Christ gave Himself a ransom for 
all, — eis 6 éréOnv eyo Knpv& Kal amoctodos] Comp. on this, 
Eph. iii. 1-12; Col. i. 25-28; 2 Tim. i. 9-11. —eds 6: for 
which (“aprupiov), viz. “for proclaiming which.” éré@nv is 
to be taken in close connection with kypv& «.7..— Knypv€, it 
is true, only occurs here and in 2 Tim. i. 11 as a name for 
the preacher of the gospel (in 2 Pet. ii. 5, Noah is called a 
xnpv€ Sixaootyys) ; but xnptocev is used very frequently of 
the preaching of the gospel. In 1 Cor. i. 21, xypuyya is 
identical with edayyédvov. In order to direct attention to his 
peculiar apostolic authority, Paul adds to the general idea of 
xnpv€é, the more specific expression dmdatoAos. By the addi- 
tion of dAnPaav éyw, od r>ebdSopuas, the truth of the eis 6 
is confirmed ;' he explains himself sufficiently on account of 
the’ heretics who wished that Paul should not be considered 
an apostle by the appointment of God. — The further defini- 
tion: diddcKxaros éOvav, is to be taken in apposition to kjpv& 
Kk. amooToNos. It was added to make clearer the reference to 
the heathen already indicated in eés 6, not, as Hofmann thinks, 
to form an apposition to the subject of ad7Oeav Aéyo; had 
that been so, we should have had an emphatic éy#. The 
connected words év wictes cal addnOela do not form the object 
of 8:6. (Heydenreich takes it as “equivalent to év tH miotev 
TH adnOiwh, a teacher of the Gentiles who is to instruct them 


! Wiesinger less suitably refers the addition to the 3:3. évav, which in that 
case should have been preceded by a xa. Otto (p. 117) unjustifiably uses this 
asseveration of the apostle to confirm his assertion that the epistle was written 
during the apostle’s stay at Ephesus, insisting that Paul, after he was put in 
prison in Jerusalem, was acknowledged an apostle in all Christian churches, and 
from that time, therefore, had no occasion for this asseveration. Apart from 
other points, Otto errs in referring the words &A7duay x... only to the expres- 
sion &aéorores, whereas they apply to the entire thought in «is ¢ x.¢.a. Paul 
does not make asseveration that he was appointed an apostle, but that he was 


appointed an apostle of the mapripv, the subject of which he had already 
mentioned. Comp. on this the passages quoted above. 
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in the true religion”); they are loosely added, according to a 
common usage of the N. T., and denote here the sphere in 
which he was appointed to discharge his office as teacher of 
the Gentiles. The peculiar point of view must not be lost by 
arbitrarily changing the words into & 79 miote: r. ddnOwz9, or, 
as Leo does, into muctds Kat “adn Ouvds. It is wrong also to 
render miotis here by “ faithfulness,” and addy. by “verity ” 
(Hofmann: é€y miore, equivalent to “faithfully,” and é& 
adnGeia to “in verity”). ITcris is faith, the subjective rela- 
tion, and adnGeia is truth, the objective benefit, appropriated 
in faith (so also Plitt and van Oosterzee).’ 

Ver. 8. After giving, in the digression of vv. 3-7, the 
grounds of his exhortation to prayer for all, Paul returns to 
the exhortation itself in such a way as to define it more 
precisely in regard to those who are to offer the prayer. — 
Bovropar ody mpocetyecOar Tos dvdpas ev mavti TéTe] 
“Hoe verbo (GovAouac) exprimitur auctoritas apostolica,” 
Bengel; comp. v. 14; Tit. iii, 18: “JZ ordain.” — ody] 
Bengel’s explanation: “particula ergo reassumit versum 1,” is 
not quite accurate ; the particle connects with ver. 1 in order 
to carry on the thought there expressed. — mrpocedyecbar] 
Bengel: “sermo de precibus publicis, ubi sermonem orantis 
subsequitur multitudinis cor.” Matthies wrongly disputes 
the opinion that mpocevyecOae here is used of “ prayer in the 
congregations.” The whole context shows beyond doubt that 
the apostle is here speaking of congregations. — rods avdpas] 
opposed to Tas yuvaixas, ver. 9. Paul assigns to each part its 
proper share in the assemblies for worship ; “he has some- 
thing different to say to the men and to the women” 
(Wiesinger). — év vrav7l to7@] does not stand here in opposi- 
tion to the Jewish limitation to the temple (Chrysostom and 
others): “not once found ” (de Wette), nor to the synagogue 


1 Bengel seems to take the words in a sense corresponding to the formula of 
asseveration, Zand. Atyw x.7.a. He says in regard to this formula: ‘ pertinet 
haec aflirmatio ad comma praecedens ; nam subsequenti additur parallela: év x. 
nad adAng.;” a view for which there is no justification. — Matthies expresses him- 
self somewhat obscurely ; for while he in the first place mentions faith and truth 
not only as the elements, but also as the aims of the teaching, he says at the end 
of the discussion: ‘‘ The apostle is teacher of the Gentiles in such a way that 
he knows himself to be impregnably established thereby in faith and truth,” 
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(Wolf), nor in reference to the various places of Christian 
worship in Ephesus (van Oosterzee), nor to the neighbouring 
congregations belonging to Timothy’s diocese (Heydenreich) ; 
it is to be taken generally, not in the sense of every place, 
“where the religious mood, custom, or duty cherishes it” 
(Matthies), but to all places where Christian congregations 
assemble (Wiesinger). — As to the construction, év mavtl tow 
does not belong to mpocevyerOat alone, but “to the whole 
clause” (Wiesinger, Matthies, van Oosterzee, Hofmann). The 
apostle means to lay stress not on this, that men are to pray, 
but on how they are to pray; the chief emphasis, therefore, 
rests on é€malpovtas x.7.’. — éraipovtas oalovs yeipas| The 
Jews lifted up their hands not only in swearing an oath, Gen. 
xiv. 22 (Rev. x: 5), and in blessing, Lev. 1x. 22 (Guke 
xxiv. 50), but also in prayer, Ps. xxviii. 2, xliv. 21, lxiii. 5, 
etc. This passage is a proof that the same custom was 
observed in the Christian church. It is true that in the 
N. T. it is nowhere else mentioned, but in Clement’s First 
Epistle to the Corinthians we have at chap. xxix. an evident 
allusion to this passage: mpocéAOapev atte év oavdrnTe uyijs, 
ayvas Kal dutdvtous yelpas alpovtes pos adtov. — Regarding 
the form ocovs for oclas, see Winer, p. 67 [E. T. p. 81]. — 
The hands are holy which have not been given over to the 
deeds of wicked lust; the opposite is given by wiapai, BéBnrox 
yetpes, 2 Macc. v. 16; comp. on the expression, Job xvii. 9, 
Ps. xxiv. 4, and in the N. T. Jas. iv. 8 especially : xa@apicate 
xXElpas Kal ayvicate kapdias. Hofmann is ingenious in defin- 
ing dclovs yetpes more precisely by what follows: “The hands 
of the one praying are écvov only when he is inwardly 
saturated with the consecration without which his praying 
does not deserve the name of prayer.” — ywpls dpyfs Kal 
diadoyiou0v0| Bengel is more pregnant than exact when he 
says: “ira, quae contraria amori et mater dubitationis; dubi- 
tatio, quae adversatur fide. Fide et amore constat christian- 
ismus, gratiam et veritatem amplectens. Gratia fidem alit ; 
veritas amorem Eph. iv. 5;” for dsadoyiopuos is not to be 
rendered by “doubt” (so Bengel, with Chrysostom, Theophy- 


*It would be very forced to connect éefous with iwaipovras as a masculine, 
which Winer considers at least possible. 
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lact, Theodoret, Luther, and many others), which never is its 
signification. The rendering “contention” is also inaccurate ; 
dvadoyiouds is equivalent to consideration, deliberation, cogi- 
tattoo. In the N. T. the singular occurs only here and in 
Luke ix. 46, 47; it is usually in the plural. The word is in 
itself a vow media, but it is mostly used where evil or per- 
verted thoughts are spoken of; comp. Matt. xv. 19; Mark 
vu. 21; Luke v. 22, vi. 8, xxiv. 38. That it is to be taken 
here malo sensu, is shown by the close connection with dpyn, 
which indicates that it is applied to deliberation towards one’s 
neighbour ; comp. Meyer on Phil. ii. 14, and especially Reiche, 
Comment. Crit. in N. T., on this passage. In the Pastoral 
Epistles, special stress is laid on peaceableness as a Christian 
Virtue, air 3S : Tit, i. 2"; 2 Tim: ii. 24. 

Vv. 9, 10. “Acattws yuvatcas x.7.r.] After speaking of 
the men, Paul turns to the women, and gives some precepts 
regarding their behaviour in church assemblies——As to the 
construction, it is obvious that the verse depends on BodAopae 
in ver. 8. Several expositors, however, connect it not only 
with BovrAopar, but also with BovrAouar rpocedyecOar: “T 
will that the men pray ...so also the women;” they then 
take what follows: év catactody Koopl K.T.r., a8 correspond- 
ing to évatpovras x.7.X., ver. 8, aud as defining more precisely 
the manner in which the women are to pray. The infinitive 
Kkoopetv, however, is against this construction. De Wette, 
indeed, thinks that it is added to the infinitive mpocedyeoOat 
by asyndeton; but although the connection of several infini- 
tives with one another asyndetically frequently occurs (v. 14, 
vi. 18; Tit. iii. 1, 2), there is no example of two infinitives being 
thus connected. Hofmann is forced to assume that coopetv 
“is a consequence dependent on peta aidods cal cwppocdtyns;” 
but how can self-adorning be considered a consequence of 
“modesty and good sense”? Though sometimes the infinitive 
does stand connected in such loose fashion with what precedes, 


1 Wiesinger unites the xoruciv with the rpocsdyeodus, and defends it with the 
remark, that if instead of the asyndeton of the infinitive zorwsiv we had the 
participle, there could have been no doubt regarding it. Then he asks: “Have 
we not elsewhere examples enough of a similar change of construction?” To 
this we must answer, ‘‘ No,” unless ‘‘ similar” be taken in too wide a sense, 
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it would be difficult to find an instance of such a connection 
as Hofmann here assumes.—Against that construction there is 
also this point: since in ver. 8 mpocetyeoOar means prayer 
made by the men aloud in the church, here in ver. 9 it 
would have to be taken in a weakened sense; and it is so 
rendered by de Wette and Hofmann: “taking part in prayer.”— 
According to this, the verse cannot be dependent on BovrAouwau 
mpocevyerOar, but on Bovdopuas alone, so that év KatacTony 
K.T.X, merely states how the women are to adorn themselves 
(so, too, Plitt). De Wette, indeed, thinks that objection may be 
made to this construction because the affirmative év Kar. «.7.2. 
is followed not only by a negative ui &v md. «.7.r., but also by 
a second affirmative in ver.10. This accumulation of clauses, 
however, cannot be urged, since we have a similar accumulation 
in vv. 11, 12. Nor is the particle ®cavTws an argument 
against us, since it stands in other places where the same 
predicates are not used (comp. iii. 8; Tit. ii, 3). “Qcavtas 
may be used wherever the members to be connected contain 
something not exactly alike, but of a kindred nature, as is the 
case here with oafous ... Ssaroyiopod and év KatacToNH... 
acwppoctvns.. Nothing is to take place in the church, neither 
among the men nor among the women, which can hurt its 
spiritual dignity.— év xatactoA} Kooplm| KatacTod may, 
according to Greek usage, denote “sedateness of nature.”? 
Hence it is that some expositors (de Wette among others) take 
it here as equivalent to habitus, cardotnua (Tit. ii. 3); but it 
never occurs in that sense. The words that follow: pa év 
TALYPATW ... iwaTtoue TodvTeArc?, show that the word is to 
be understood of clothing. True, it does not originally mean 
this, but the letting down, eg., of the sepsBor (Plutarch, 
Pericl. 5). This meaning, however, might easily pass into 


1 Tt is necessary therefore to do, as van Oosterzee does, supply the participle 
Tporevyomevas with yuvaixes because of the acatrus. 

* In this sense the word is found, e.g. in Arrian (Zpict. ii. 10), joined with 
aidas and nueporns.—In the passage of Josephus, B. J. ii. 8. 4: xarucroay 32 nat 
ON Hine TOUTS BuoLoy ToS mere Pov masduyaryoumevass reo, Which is commonly 
quoted as a proof of the meaning ‘‘clothing,” the meaning is doubtful. Sal- 
masius explains it: sedatus animus et remissus, elato et superbo tumentique 
oppositus, in contrast with épyzs, ver. 8; but in that case the added adjective 
xoouos is superfluous. 
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that of “the garment hanging down,” and then further, into 
that of “clothing in general.” This is the explanation given 
here by most expositors (also by Plitt and Hofmann; van 
Oosterzee translates it: “ bearing,” but explains it afterwards: 
“ KaTaoToAn = évdupa”). Some take it quite generally ; others, 
again, understand it of the garment enveloping the whole body 
(Chrysostom : 1) aumeyovn wdavtobev trepiatéXXovea Kars, 111) 
meptépyws). This last explanation has no sufficient support in 
the etymology, nor in the ordinary usage. — xdcpuos] does not | 
mean “delicately” (Luther), but “modestly, honowrably” (comp. _ 
ii. 2); beyond these passages, it is not found in the N. T.— 
peta aidods Kab cwdpocdtvns| The outward modesty which ) 
makes itself known in the dress, is to be accompanied by 
inward purity and chastity, since the former would otherwise 
be of no account. While aideés denotes the inward shrinking 
from everything immodest, cwppoctvy expresses the control of 
the desires ; 70 xpatety jdovav Kal érvOuptov (Luther) : “with 
modesty and propriety.”’—It is to be noted that cwdpocdivn 
(apart from Acts xxvi. 25: cwdpocivns pnuata aropbéyyouar, 
in opposition to waivouac) occurs only here and in ver. 15, and 
that all words kindred to it (except cwpPpoveiy in Rom. xii. 3, 
opposed to b7repdpovety in 2 Cor. v. 13, denoting the opposite 
of the ecstatic state; alsoin Mark v.15; Luke viii. 35; 1 Pet. 
iv. 7), such as cadpovifev, cappovicpds, cHppav, Toppovas, 
are found only in the Pastoral Epistles. — pr) év wréypacww 
«.7.r.] Instead of mAéypata, we have éumAonn [rpuyov] (Isa. 
iii, 24: APP) in 1 Pet. iii. 3, which is particularly to be 
compared with this passage; it denotes “the artificial plaits 
of hair” (Clemens Alex. Paedag. iii. 11: wepirdoxau érarpixai 
TOV TpLYOv). — Kal xpucin] The «ai divides the ornament into 


1 The two words are also placed together elsewhere as feminine virtues. See 
Raphelius, who quotes, among others, the passage from Epictetus (Hnchir. chap. 
62) : mulieres in ornatu spem collocant omnem ; quare operae pretium est, dare 
operam, ut sentiant, sibi non ob aliud honorem haberi, 7 7g xocpius Ouiverdon, ont 
widhwoves ty cwPpoctvy. Although in the Cyropaedia (Book viii.) the two words are 
thus distinguished: dape: (sc. Cyrus) 32 wide xual cw@poodvuv cHde, ws Tous (uey 
aidouplyous, ree ev rH Dovepa winrpe Pebyovrus, roUs Dt odppovas, nal ra ivr apaver, the 
distinction cannot be regarded as always valid.—Aristotle (het. i. 9) explains 
owdportyn in the following fashion : cwPpoodyn caper, 3° tiv xpis ras hooves Tod Tamaros 
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two parts, TAéyyara belonging to the body itself, and what 
follows being the things put on the body. In 1 Pet. ii. 3, we 
have mrepiOeous ypvol@y (comp. Rev. xvii. 4).—It is wrong to 
connect ypuci» with the previous wAéyp. as a hendiadys for 
Tréypa xpvovov (Heinrichs). — 7) papyapitais] The gems are 
not named in Peter, and instead of (watiopds moAuTEAns we 
have there évSvc.; (uatiov ; the adjective woAvteAns (Matt. : 
paraxa (udrva) is contrasted with Kooptos.— ard’ 0 apérret 
x.T..]| Most expositors (among them Wegscheider, Flatt, 
Heydenreich, Leo, de Wette, Wiesinger, van Oosterzee, also 
Winer, p. 149, note 1 [E. T. p. 171)]) refer 80’ pywu aya0dv to 
koopeiv, and take & mpére... OcocéBeay as a parenthesis.’ 
But there are three points against this, viz., that the ornament 
of the women is already named in év katacTtony x.7.X., that 
the preposition 6a does not suit with xoopety (which is con- 
strued previously with év), and that “ good works” would be 
unsuitably described as ornament here, where he is speaking 
of the conduct of the women in the assemblies of the church, 
unless we arbitrarily limit the general idea to offerings for the 
poor, as is done by Heydenreich and van Oosterzee. Theodoret 
rightly joins 6c’ épy. ay. with the immediately preceding 
eTrayyerr. OeooeB. (“ edaéBeray errayyérreo Oe, Kal THY dv Epyov 
apetnv ”) ; so, too, Oecumenius, Luther, Calvin, etc.; and among 
more recent names, Mack, Matthies, and Plitt. The comma ~ 
before dca, which is found in the editions, must therefore be 
deleted. Hofmann connects the words with what follows, 
taking dvd in the sense of accompanying; but dvd never has 
such a simple copulative meaning.”—— The relative 6 stands 
here either for év todt@ 6, for which Matthies appeals, but 
wrongly, to Rom. vi. 21 and x. 14; or more probably for ca@ 6. 
So far as the meaning goes, the various reading és (xa0es, 
Eph. v. 3) is correct. Hofmann wishes to refer 6 to coopety 
éautas in such a way that “the latter is mentioned as a thing 


1 Van Oosterzee explains it as ‘‘a causal periphrasis to show why precisely 
this ornament is extolled by the apostle.” 


* Hofmann thus paraphrases the thought : ‘‘ They are to do what is good, and 
to learn in still seclusion. The former is that which is to be accompanied by 
the latter.” He appeals to 2 Cor. ii. 4. He does not prove, however, that that 
passage justifies such a paraphrase. The relation between writing and tears is 
obviously quite different from that between learning in stillness and good works. 
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... Seemly for women.” The intervening ard, however, mani- 
festly makes this construction impossible. — érayyedXopévaus 
GeocéBevay] éerayyé\dkecOae usually means in the N. T. 
“promise.” Matthies accordingly renders the word here by 
“oive information, show;” so, too, Luther: “who therein 
manifest blessedness.” But it is more correct here to take 
the word in the sense in which projfiteri artem is used, so that 
OeocéBera is regarded as an art or a handicraft. De Wette 
rightly says: “who make profession of blessedness ;” so, too, vi. 
21; comp. Xenophon, Memor. i. 2.7: dperny érayyeddopevos 
(Ignatius, ad Lphes. chap. 14: ovdeis riot émayyeddomevos 
cpaptaver).— PeocéBeca] only here in the N. T. (LXX. Gen. xx. 
11; more frequently in the Apocrypha; OeoceB7s, John ix. 31; 
LXX. Ex. xviii. 21), is equivalent to etoéPea. — dv Epyov 
aya0ov] must not be limited to works of benevolence alone. 
The addition of these words is fully explained by a comparison 
with 2 Tim. i. 5. Calvin gives the connection with the pre- 
ceding words rightly: si operibus testanda est pietas, in vestitu 
etiam casto apparere haec professio debet. 

Vv. 11, 12. Further injunctions for women. — yur) év 
novxla pavOavérw| ev jovyia, “without speaking herself ;” 
pavOavew denotes here, as in 1 Cor. xiv. 31, attention to the 
word in order to learn from it what is necessary for advanc- 
ing and building up the Christian life.— év mdon trrorayy] 
“in complete subordination,” ae. without contradiction.—The 
thought here expressed is to be filled up by what Paul says 
in 1 Cor. xiv. 35 (which passage should be particularly com- 
pared with this'): e¢ dé te pabety Oédovow, év oixp tovs 
idlovs dvopas érepwtatwow. — “Spiritual receptivity and 
activity in domestic life were recognised as the appropriate 
destiny of women, and therefore the female sex was excluded 
from the public discussion of religious subjects” (Neander, 
Geschichte der Pflanzung der Kirche durch die Aposteln, Part 
I. p. 125). Though in Christ there is no distinction, yet 

1 Otto quotes the agreement of these passages with one another as a proof that 
the letters are contemporaneous. It is, however, to be observed that Paul 
himself, in the words: #3 ty réous rais tuxdnolas cov dryiwy (1 Cor. xi. 33), 
describes the maxim as one which he was seeking to establish in all the 


churches. Hence there is nothing strange in his urging it on Timothy’s atten- 
tion at a later period, just as he had urged it before on the Corinthians, 
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Christianity does not put an end to the natural distinctions 
ordained by God; it recognises them in order to inform them 
with its higher life. — Suddoxew 5& yuvarkl od« émitpérra| 
As. stands first in emphatic opposition to pav@dvew; in the 
parallel passage (1 Cor. xiv.) 6:5. stands instead of the more 
general word Nadeiv, — od8é adbevtetv avdpds| Leo: “addevreiv 
et av0évrns apud seriores tantum scriptores ita occurrit, ut 
dominit notionem involvat; melioribus scriptoribus est addévrns 
idem quod avroyep” (see Valckenaer, Diatr. in Hurip. reli. 
chap. xviii. pp. 188 ff; Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 120). Luther 
has rightly: “that she be master of her husband;” whereas in 
the translation: “to assume to herself respect or mastery” 
(Heydenreich, de Wette, van Oosterzee), the notion of assump- 
tion is imported. Hofmann, too, is wrong when he says that 
av@evrety in conjunction with the genitive of the person 
should mean: “to act independently of this person, ze. as 
one’s own master” (!)—Many expositors (Matthies, and earlier, 
Estius, Calovius, and others) assume in this word a reference 
to domestic relations; whereas Heydenreich, de Wette, Wie- 
singer, and others, limit even this command to behaviour in the 
assemblies for divine worship.’ This last is correct, as is shown 
by GA’ eivas év fovyia, corresponding to év 7jcvyia in ver. 
11. Yet ovdé addevteiv 7. avdp. puts the prohibition to 
teach under a more general point of view, and at the same 
time confirms it. Nor can it be denied that women are not 
avdevteivy t. avdp. in the assemblies, because in the apostle’s 
opinion that does not beseem them at any time. The reason 
why not, is given in the verses that follow.—It is to be 
observed, further, that ver. 12 corresponds exactly with ver. 
11: yur . . . yovacki; pavOavéro . . . SiddoKew ovdK 
éemitpér@ ; €v wadon UToTayH . . . ovdé advOevTely Tod avdp.; 
év novxia . . . add elvas ev ovyla. This parallelism is 
clear proof that the same thing is spoken of in ver. 12 as in 
ver. 11, which Hofmann denies. Still ver. 12 is not there- 
fore superfluous, since it both emphasizes and more precisely 
defines the particular ideas in ver. 11.— daw civae év jovyia] 


1 Hofmann, in opposition to these two views, maintains that the apostle here 
speaks of the ‘‘ Christian life in general,” ‘‘of all action for which there was 
occasion in ordinary life ;” but the context gives no ground for his assertion. 
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The same construction is found in 1 Cor. xiv. 34. The 
infinitive is dependent on a SovAouas to be supplied from 
ove éreTpé7@—an abbreviated construction which occurs also 
in classic Greek—De Wette richtly directs attention to these 
points, that we must not by arbitrary interpretations take 
away the clear definite meaning from the commands here laid 
down, in order to make them universal in application; and, 
on the other hand, that they are not to be considered as local 
and temporal ordinances: they are rather injunctions to be 
still held valid as applying to public assemblies.’ 

Ver. 13. First reason for the previous prohibition, taken 
from the history of the creation Ver. 14. The second reason, 
taken from the history of the fall. Elsewhere in the Pauline 
Epistles we find proofs that the historical facts of the O. T. 
are to the apostle full of meaning as symbols of higher, 
universal truths. So here, the facts that Adam was first 
created, and that Eve, not Adam, was tempted by the serpent, 
are to him prototypes and proofs that it is becoming for the 
wife not avOevtety davdpds, but to be meekly subordinate to 
the husband. Hence he says: "Addu yap mpatos érracOn, 
eita Eva. The verb wAdooceyv occurs in the N. T. only here 
and in Rom. ix. 20, both times in its original meaning. 
The meaning “ create,’ here appropriate to the word, is, 
however, found in the LXX. Gen. ii. 7, from which passage 
the apostle here has drawn (comp. also 2 Mace. vii. 23: 
Trdcas avOpetrov yévecw). Compare 1 Cor. xi. 2 ff, where 

1 Compare with this apostolic expression, Const. Apost. iil. 6: ob% txrirptrromey 
yovainus diddonsiy ty tnndngia, GAA povov Hpocebyecbon nal ray didacudrwy txranovesy. 
Tertull. De Virg. Vel.: non permittitur mulieri in ecclesia loqui, sed nec docere, 
nec tinguere, nec ullius virilis muneris, nedum sacerdotalis ofticii sortem sibi 
vindicare. It is curious that in the Apost. Const. it is permitted to women 
xportvxecbos in church, while here it is granted only to men to doso. But, on 
the one hand, spoczvxerbus in the Constitutions does not mean exactly prayer 
aloud ; and, on the other hand, this passage here does not plainly and directly 
forbid sxporsizzeréa: to women ; it only forbids distinctly décxe» on their part.— 
There is the same apparent contradiction between 1 Cor. xiv. 34, 35, and 1 Cor. 
xi. 5, 13. While in the former passage awaciy is forbidden to women, in the 
latter xpoosdzectos and even xpopnreve are presupposed as things done by women, 
and the apostle does not rebuke it.—The solution is, that Paul wishes everything 
in church to be done <ieynpovus xual xar&z ré%v; while, on the other hand, he 
holds by the principle: ‘‘ 7d wvedua wh oBévure”? (1 Thess. v. 19), Meyer on 
1 Cor. xi. 5 differs. 
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the apostle says that the husband is e’cwv Kat dd€a Oeod, and 
the wife d£a dv8pés, because the husband is not é« yvvackos, 
but the wife €& avdpos. De Wette, without reason, thinks that 
the author of this Epistle to Timothy had that passage in 
mind, 

Ver. 14. wal "Aday ov« jrar7}0n| In order to justify this 
expression, the expositors have sought to define it more pre- 
cisely, mostly by supplying rpétos. So Theodoret ; Tertullian, 
too (De Hab. Mul.), says, perhaps alluding to this passage: tu 
divinae legis prima es desertrix. Others, again, supply do 
Tov ddews (Matthies: “As the apostle remembers the O. T. 
story of the fall, there comes into his thoughts the cunning 
serpent by which Eve, not Adam, let herself be ensnared”). 
De Wette thinks that the author is insisting on the notion 
be charmed, betrayed (by sinful desire), as opposed to some 
other motive to sin. Hofmann arbitrarily supplies with 
*"Adap ovd« HratnOn the thought: “so long as he was alone.” 
—The apparent difficulty is solved when we remember the 
peculiarity of allegorical interpretation, which lays stress on 
the definite expression as such. This here is the word amatav 
(or é€ararav). On this word the whole emphasis is laid, 
as is clearly shown by the very repetition of it. This word, 
however, in the Mosaic account of the fall, is used only of the 
woman, not of the man, for in Gen. iii, 13 the woman 
expressly says: 0 ddis nrarnoé pe; the man, however, uses 
no such expression. And in the story there is no indication 
that as the woman was deceived or betrayed through the 
promises of the serpent, so was the man through the woman. 
—Adam did certainly also transgress the command, but not, 
as the woman, influenced by aard7n. Paul, remembering this, 
says: “Addu ov« jratnOn, 7) Sé yuri CEarratnbeica. Bengel : 
serpens mulierem decepit, mulier virum non decepit, sed ei 
persuasit. To supply anything whatever, only serves there- 
fore to conceal the apostle’s real meaning. —% dé yuvy 
eEaratneica ev rwapaBdow yéyove] This betrayal of the 
woman by the serpent is mentioned by Paul also in 2 Cor. 
xi. 3, where he employs the same word: é£amatav.—The 
emphasis, as is apparent from what precedes, is not on the 
last words, but on é£aarn@cica; hence it is not right to 
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supply mparn with év map. yey. ITapdBacus here, as else- 
where (ob ot« ott vopos, ovdé mapdBacis, Rom. iv. 15), is 
used in regard to a definite law.— The construction yeyovévas 
év occurs frequently in the N. T. in order to denote the 
entrance into a certain condition, a certain existence. De 
Wette: “fell into transgression.” Luther wrongly: “and 
brought in transgression.”—-As to the thought itself, exposi- 
tors find the force of this second reason to lie in the fact that 
in the fall the weakness of the woman, her proneness to 
temptation, was manifested, and that consequently it is not 
seemly for the woman to have mastery over the man. But 
did the man resist the temptation more stoutly than the 
woman? Paul nowhere gives any hint of that. The signifi- 
cant part of the Mosaic narrative to him is rather this, that 
the judgment of God was passed upon the woman because 
she had let herself be betrayed by the serpent, and it is in 
accordance with this judgment that the husband is made lord 
over the wife.! 

Ver. 15. YwOncerar bé dia THs Texvoryovias] cwOnceras Sé is 
in opposition to the previous év tapaBdoe yéyove. Still this 
sentence is not intended merely to moderate the judgment 
pronounced in ver. 14 (Matthies); after the apostle has for- 
bidden to the woman any activity in church assemblies as 
unbecoming to her, he now points to the destiny assigned her 
by God, the fulfilment of which brings salvation to her. The 
subject of cwOjcerat is 4 yuvy, to be supplied from the pre- 
ceding words; but, of course, it applies collectively to the 
whole sex, while referring specially to Eve.” — cwOyjcerar is to 
be taken here in the sense which it continually has in the 
N. T. (not then equivalent to “ she will win for herself merit 
and reward,” de Wette). Every reason to the contrary falls 
to the ground, if only we consider that texvoyovia is regarded 
as the destiny assigned to the woman by God, and that to the 
woman owrypia is assured by it under the condition given in 


1 The right interpretation of this passage does not even in appearance con- 
tradict Rom. vy. 12. In the latter, Paul does not mention the woman, but the 
man, as the origin of sin; but then he is thinking of the man as the image of 
God, of the woman as the image of the man. 

2 Even Theophylact declared against the curious view, that Mary is to be 
taken here as subject. Clearly also Eve cannot here be meant. 
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the words following: édv x.7.r. It is to be noted also, that 
though faith is the only source of salvation, the believer must 
not fail in fulfilling his duties in faith, if he is to partake 
in the cwrnpia. — Sia is taken by several expositors (also 
Wiesinger) in the sense of “in;”* but this is wrong, for 
either this signification “in” passes over into the signification 
“by means of,” or it has much the same force as “ notwith- 
standing, in spite of” (Rom. ii. 27; see Meyer on the passage); 
Sia, however, cannot be used in this sense, since texvoryovia 
would in that case have been regarded as a hindrance to the 
attainment of the ocwtnpia. This militates also against 
Hofmann’s view, “that coHfecat Sea twos has the same 
meaning here as in 1 Cor. ii. 15, to be saved as through 
something ;” this explanation also makes the texvoyov/a appear 
to be something through which the woman’s o@fec@as is 
endangered.” — texvoyovia, a word which occurs only here 
in the N. T. (as also rexvoyovém only in chap. v. 14, and 
rexvotpopéw only in chap. v. 10), can have here nothing but 
its etymological meaning. Some, quite wrongly, have taken it 
as a term for the marriage state, and others have made it 
synonymous with texvotpodia. This latter view is found in 
the oldest expositors; thus Theophylact remarks, not without 
Wit: od yevvijcat povov Se2, GAA Kal tradedoat' ToOTO yap 
dvT@s TeKvoyovia, ci dé ov, OVK éotl TeKVOYoVia, ANNA TeKVO- 
POopla éotas Tais yuvaréi.—The question, how the texvoyovla 
contributes to the cwrnp/a, is answered by most by supplying® 
with the one or the other something of which there is no hint 


+ Van Oosterzee translates 34 by ‘by means of,” and then says: ‘‘it simply 
indicates a condition in which the woman becomes a partaker of blessedness,” 
leaving it uncertain in what relation the apostle places rexvoyovia to cbZerdes, 

? Hofmann says in explanation: ‘‘If it is appointed to the woman to bear 
children in pain, she might succumb under such a burden of life;” but, in 
reply, it is to be observed that rsxvoyoviz does not mean ‘‘ to bear children with 
pain.” 

3 Most think of the faithful fulfilment of maternal duty in the education of 
children. Chrysostom: rexvoyoviay, Onoi, 7d wh wovov cexsiv, GAG nad xards Osby 
avayaysiv.—According to Heinrichs, Paul means here to say : mulier jam hoc in 
mundo peccatorum poenas luit, % ris rexvoy. eo, quod cum dolore parturit, 
adeoque haec vexvoy. eam quasi céZay putanda est, et ipsa cdZecbas die ots 
rexvayovias, The passage quoted by Heinrichs, Gen. iii. 16, does not denote the 
rexyoyorle as such, but the pains connected with it as a punishment of trans- 
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in the words of the apostle, and by which the thought is more 
or less altered. This much may be granted, that Paul, by 
laying stress on the texvoyovia (the occasion for which was 
probably the xcwdrAvwv yauety on the part of the heretics, 
chap. iv. 3), assigns to the woman, who has to conduct herself 
as passive in the assemblies, the domestic life as the sphere in 
which—especially in regard to the children—she has to exercise 
her activity (comp. v. 14).—In order not to be misunderstood, 
as if he had said that the texvoyovia as a purely external fact 
affects owrnpia, he adds the following words: éav pelvwow év 
miote. x.7.r. The subject of peyvwow is the collective idea 
yuvy (see Winer, pp. 481, 586 [E. T. pp. 648, 787]), and 
not, as many older (Chrysostom and others) and later (Schleier- 
macher, Mack, Leo, Plitt) expositors think: “the children.” 
This latter might indeed be supplied from texvoyovia, but it 
would give a wrong idea.—It is quite arbitrary, with Heyden- 
reich, to supply “man and wife.”—Paul uses the expressions 
ev triste. «.7.d. to denote the Christian life in its various 
aspects. They are not to be limited to the relation of married 
life, riots denoting conjugal fidelity; aydan, conjugal love; 
aryvac pos, conjugal chastity ; and cwpposvvy, living in regular 
marriage. ZwdPpocvvy is named along with the preceding 
cardinal virtues of the Christian life, because it peculiarly 
becomes the thoughts of a woman (comp. ver. 9), not because 
“a woman is apt to lose control of herself through her excit- 
able temperament” (Hofmann). There is in the context no 
hint of a reference to female weakness.’ 

gression. According to Plitt, the rexvoy. serves to further the woman’s cwrnpia ; 
on the one hand, because by the fulfilment of her wish gratitude is aroused 
within her; on the other hand, because of her care for her children she is 
preserved from many frivolities. 

*De Wette asserts too much when he says that this passage is in contradic- 
tion with 1 Cor. vii. 7 ff., 25ff., 38 ff. The truth is rather that the matter is 
regarded from various points of view. In 1 Corinthians the apostle is deliver- 
ing his judgment, while he considers the difficult position of Christians amid 
the hostility of the world, without fora moment denying that rexvoyovia is an 


ordinance of God. Here, however, he is considering only the latter point, 
without entering into every detail. 


136 THE FIRST EPISTLE TO TIMOTHY, 


CHA Dibaba ek LL 


Ver. 1. z:076s] Instead of this, D has ddpdrwos, and some Latin 
Fathers have humanus. “Haec lectio vetustior est Hieronymo. 
(Juod si vero vetustior Hieronymo, vetustior quoque est nostris 
codicibus omnibus. Nemo tamen ita temerarius est, ut eam pro- 
baret,’ Matthaei. — Ver. 2. Instead of vjpé2.eor, Griesb., following 
the weightiest authorities, accepted the form »7~&d10v; so, too, 
Scholz, Matthaei, Lachm. Buttm. Tisch. — Ver. 3. The words 44 
aioypoxepoy are left out in A DF G 5, 6,17, al., Syr. Arr. Copt. ete. 
Griesb. is right, therefore, in striking them out; they were pro- 
bably interpolated from Tit.i.7. De Wette’s suggestion, that 
they may have been omitted intentionally as superfluous, since 
apircpyupov follows, is very improbable; comp. Reiche, Comment. 
crit. on this passage. — Ver. 4. For zpororémevov, 8 has the form 
Tpororayéeevov, occurring only in later authors. — Ver. 6. Several 
cursives have the reading xa) sayida after d:a86r0v, which, how- 
ever, is manifestly taken from the next verse.— Ver. 7. de? 0: 
airéy] So Griesb. and Scholz, following the Rec.; Lachm. 
Buttm. and Tisch. left out airéy, because it is not found in A F 
G H 17, Copt. Boern.; in Matthaei it stands without dispute. 
The insertion is more easily explained than the omission. — 
Ver. 9. For & xadap& ovvedjoe:, 8 has the singular reading: xai 
nadapig ouverdqoews—which can only be explained from an over- 
sight occasioned by the genitive before. — Ver. 14. réyiov] Lachm. 
and Buttm.read ¢ réy«1, following A C D* 17, 71,73, al. (ruxeiov 
and rayéws are also found). The /ec., which has the testimony 
of D*** FG K J, al, Chr. Theodoret, al., and is retained by 
Tisch., is the more difficult reading; besides, in the other 
passages of the N. T. where the word occurs, the comparative 
form can be easily explained ; év rd: seems to be an explanatory 
correction. — In ver. 15, D* Arm. Vulg. Clar. Or. Ambrosiast. 
have oe inserted after 6c%-~ Ver. 16. For the Rec. sé, the 
most important authorities have the reading é;,as AC F G's 
17, 73, 181. Further, the Copt. Sahid. and Gothic versions, also 


1 On the point that in A and C there was originally written not 63 but 
03, comp. Griesb. in Symb. crit. vol. I. pp. viii.-liv., and vol. II. pp. 56-76 ; 
further, Tisch. Prolegg. ad Cod. Ephr. sec. vii. p. 39, excursus on 1 Tim. iii. 16, 
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the Syr. Erp. Aeth. Arm., have the relative. Orig., Theod. Mops., 
Epiph., Cyr. Al., Jerome, Eutherius, beyond doubt, found the 
latter reading in their mss.; with several others it is at least 
probable. The Rec. cdg is found, on the other hand, in D*** 
K L, in nearly all cursives, in the edd. Arab. p. Slav. ms., and 
besides, in Gree. Nyss. (who seems once, however, to have 
read éc) Chrys. Theodoret, Didym. (De Trinitate, p. 83) Damase. 
Oecum. Theophyl. In Ignatius (Zp. ad Ephes. § 19) we find 
Oxbs dvbpurivws Pavepovwevoc; In the Apost. constitt.: Osis xudpie 6 
sripavele nuiv ev oapxi; In Hippol.: @srs gy camars épavepwdn; in 
Gregor. Thaum. (see pot. Apollin. in Photius): @2i¢ e oupxi 
gavepwbe/z—all which passages seem to testify in favour of O<és. 
—In the Ms. gr. D* is found the reading 6. The It. and Vule. 
have: mysterium s. sacramentum, quod manifestatum est, and 
in this they are followed by the Latin Fathers, excepting Jerome 
himself. This translation does not, however, point necessarily 
to the reading 6; it might also be taken from és, which was 
referred to wusrjpiov. Till Wetstein, the reading és was generally 
held to be the right one,—later also by Matthaei, Tittm. 
Scholz, Hahn, Heydenr. Linck, Mack; the reading ¢ is specially 
defended by Wetstein and Schulthess. Almost all later critics 
and expositors, both on external and internal grounds, have 
rightly preferred the reading és, which is accepted also by 
Lachm. Buttm. Tisch. Comp. the thorough investigation by 
Reiche, Comment. crit. i1., on the passage. 


Ver. 1. After speaking of the behaviour of men and women 
in the church-assemblies, Paul goes on to give instructions 
regarding the proper qualifications of office-bearers in the 
church. He begins emphatically with the introductory words: 
motos O Aoryos, Which here, as in i. 15, do not refer to what 
precedes (Chrysostom, Erasmus, and others), but to what 
follows. — ei tus émioxomas dpéyetas] Since émvoKory corre- 
sponds with éicxozos in ver. 2, the word does not denote 
here generally “the office of one who is set over others” 
(Hofmann), but specially “ the office of a bishop ;” for only in 
this way can the inferences in vv. 2 f. be drawn from what is 
said here. Why the previous words motos 6 doyos should 
not be in agreement with this, we cannot understand. — 
*"Emicxomn has a similar meaning in Acts i. 20, where it 
denotes the office of apostle; comp. Meyer on the passage. 
In the N. T. the word usually means “the visitation.”— 
dpéyerar does not necessarily imply here, as de Wette thinks, 
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the notion of ambitious striving; comp. Heb. xi. 16.— The 
ground of the épéyecOar may indeed be ambition, but it may 
also be the zeal of faith and love. The apostle does not 
blame the dpéyeo@ar in itself; he merely asks us to consider 
that the émicxory is a Kadov épyov, and that not every one 
therefore may assume it.— xadod épyou émifupet] Leo and 
others take épyov here in the sense of r/; but it seems more 
correct to hold by the meaning: “work, business” (Luther, 
Matthies, de Wette, Wiesinger, Hofmann, and others); comp. 
2 Tim. iv. 5: &pyov aotnoov evayyehtotod; 1 Thess. v. 13, 
where the church is exhorted dua ro épyov aitay to the love 
of the mpoictdpuevor. It is, however, very doubtful, to say the 
least, that the word is chosen to lay stress on the thought 
that the éwcxom7 is an office of work and not of enjoyment 
(Jerome: “opus, non dignitatem, non delicias;” Bengel: 
“negotium, non otium”).—xandod, see i. 18; 2 Tim. iv. 7. 
Ver. 2. Act obv tov éricxorov averihnmtoy eivat K.7.D.] 
Tov émiaKkoTrov, as a name for the superintendent of the con- 
gregation, only occurs in the Pastoral Epistles (here and at 
Tit. i. 7), and in Acts xx. 28; Phil. i. 1 (the verb émucxortreiv 
is found in 1 Pet. v. 2). There can be no doubt that in the 
N. T. the ézicxomos and the mpecBurepor denote the same 
persons. The question why these different names should be 
given to the same persons has been differently answered. 
REMARK.—Baur supposes that every single town had origin- 
ally one superintendent, who in his relation to the congregation 
was called émicxo7os, but that when several éicKomrot over 
single congregations were taken together, they were for the most 
part designated by the co-ordinate name of mpecBitepo. He 
finds the chief support for his opinion in the passages, Tit. 
i, 5: Wa Katacthons KaTa Todv TpecBuTépovs, and Acts 
xiv. 23: yeuporomioavtes . . . mpecBurépos Kat exxAnolay; 
but the form of expression here used does not necessarily 
imply that every single town (or congregation) received or 
was to receive only one presbyter. Since xatd mow 
(ekxAnoiav) means: by cities, we. in every city, and. the 
plural (wpeoButépovs) is herewith joined with it, it may be 
taken in Baur’s sense, but it may also be as well taken to 
mean that the plural refers to each single city. The passage 
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in Acts xv. 21, to which Baur appeals, proves nothing for his 
view, since it is well known that there were several syna- 
gogues in each city of the Jewish country.— According to 
the view of Kist (Illgen’s Zedtschrift f. hist. Theol. Il. 2, pp. 
47 ff.), the Christians in any one place formed originally 
several house-congregations, each of which had its particular 
superintendent. The college of presbyters then consisted of 
the superintendents of those house-congregations in one city, 
which, taken together, were regarded as a congregation. The 
passage in Epiphanius, Haer. lxix. 1,’ shows that in later 
times such an arrangement did exist; but there is no passage 
in the N. T. to prove that that was the original arrangement. 
In the N. T. the presbyters are always named as the super- 
intendents of one congregation, and there is nowhere any hint 
that each house-congregation had its special superintendent. 
Even when James (v. 14) enjoins that a sick man is to 
summon tovs mpeoPutépouvs ths éxkAnoias,—and not the 
presbyter of the house-congregation of which he was a 
member,— his words are clearly against Kist’s view. — The 
most probable theory is, that originally the superintendents of 
the single congregations—according to the analogy of Jewish 
custom—hbore the name of mpeoBvrepou, but that, in so far as 
they were ézusKorovvtTes in reference to the congregation, 
they were called éwicxoros; comp. Acts xx. 17 and 28.— 
There are, however, two striking facts to be noticed. In the 
first place, Paul in his epistles (the Pastoral Epistles excepted) 
makes use of the word ésricxo7mros only in Phil. i. 1, and of 
the word mpecBvtTepor not at all. Nay, he almost never 
mentions the superintendent of the congregation except in 
Eph. iv. 11, where he calls them mompéves cal dvddocKanrot, 
and 1 Thess. v. 12, where he mentions them as mpoiotdpevos 
juev (comp. also Rom. xii..8: 6 mpoiordmevos); comp., how- 
ever, the passages quoted above from Acts. From this it is 


clear that at first his attention was directed to the congre- | 


gation only in its indivisible unity, and only by degrees 
does he give more prominence to its leaders. We cannot, 
l“Ogus tnnarnoios ris naborinns txurnoins tv “Arskavdpsin bord tva apyuericxoroy 


: : , 
oveus, nah nar idiay ravrous tmireruywtyos ciol wpecPirepo dice ras tnnAncIaOTines 


Cpelus Tuy olnnropuy. 


140 THE FIRST EPISTLE TO TIMOTHY. 


however, conclude from this, either that the congregations 
in the earlier period had no leaders, for it lay in the very 
nature of a congregation to have some kind of leading; or 
that the Pastoral Epistles were not written by Paul, for why 
in the later period of his career should circumstances not so 
have shaped themselves that he thought it necessary to give 
the leaders more prominence ?—The second striking fact is, 
that both in this passage and in Tit. ii 7 the singular 
émicxoros and not the plural émécKomoe is used, though in 
the latter passage the plural mpeoSdrepot immediately pre- 
cedes, and here at ver. 8 we have the plural dud«ovos (comp. 
also v. 17: of kad@s mpocotates mpeaBvrepo.). Is there 
any reason for this in the nature of the episcopate? The 
fact certainly might be interpreted to favour Kist’s view; but 
it may more simply and naturally be thus explained. Both 
times a tus precedes, and this almost by necessity compels 
the use of the plural after it. 

Odv] is not simply a particle of transition, From the fact 
that the éricKxomy is a Kadov épyov, the apostle deduces the 
necessity of a blameless character on the part of the éwicKomros; 
Bengel: bonum negotium bonis committendum. — averianmtov 
etvat| In enumerating the qualities which an éricxorros must 
possess, the apostle begins appropriately with a general idea; 
so also Tit. i. 7: avemidnrtos, equivalent to pu) Tapéyov 
Katnyopias agopunv, Schol. Thucyd. v.17. It is important 
that they who stand at the head of the church should lead an 
irreproachable life in the opinion both of Christians and of 
non-Christians. — pds yvvasxos dvdpa] This expression cannot 
here be properly referred to polygamy ; for, although polygamy 
might at that time be still found among the civilised heathen, 
and even among the Jews (comp. Justin Martyr, Dialog. c. 
Tryph. ; Chrysostom on the passage ; Josephus, Antig. vii. 2), 
it was as a rare exception. JBesides, there is an argument 
against such an interpretation in the phrase évds avdpds yur7}, 
v. 9; for similarly such a phrase ought to refer to polyandry, 
which absolutely never occurred.— Most recent expositors 
(Leo, Mack, de Wette, Heydenreich, Wiesinger, van Oosterzee, 
Plitt) take the expression as referring to a second marriage after 
the death of the first wife. Heydenreich quotes many testi- 
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monies from the earlier Fathers to justify this view. The 
results which these give are the following : — Firstly, Many 
held marriage after the death of the first wife to be something 
immoral. Athenagoras (Ley. pro Christo, p. 37, edit. Colon.) 
calls second marriage a evmpemis povyeia; and Tertullian 
repudiates it utterly, as do the Montanists. Secondly, This 
was, however, by no means the view that generally prevailed. 
[t had many decided opponents, but even opponents of the 
view regard’ abstinence from a second marriage as something 
praiseworthy, nay, meritorious. Hermas (Past. mandat. iv. 
chap. 4: dic, Domine, si vir vel mulier alicujus discesserit et 
nupserit aliquis eorum, num quid peccat? Qui nubit, non 
peccat; sed si per se manserit, magnum sibi conquirit honorem 
apud Dominum) and the later Fathers, as Chrysostom, Epi- 
phanius, Cyril, all write in this strain.n—Clement of Alex- 
andria (Stromata, 11. p. 461) says, that he who marries a 
second time does not commit sin: od yap Kex@AvTaL Tpos Tod 
vouov' ov TAnpol O& THs KaTa TO evayyééov TodLTElas THY 
Kat eémitacw Tedeotnta. Thirdly, As to those who held 
office in the church, it was a general principle that they 
should not marry a second time. The proof of this is the 
objection which Tertullian puts in the mouth of his opponents 
against his condemnation of second marriages: adeo, inquiunt, 
permisit Apostolus iterare connubium, ut solos qui sunt in 
Clero, monogamiae jugo adstrinxerit (de Monogamvia, chap. 12). 
Origen’s words are in complete accordance with this: ab 
ecclesiasticis dignitatibus non solum fornicatio, sed et nuptiae 
repellunt ; neque enim episcopus, nec presbyter, nec diaconus, 
nec vidua possunt esse digami.—On the other hand, there is a 
weighty counter-argument in the fact that the earlier exposi- 
tors of the Pastoral Epistles (Theodoret, Theophylact, Jerome, 
Oecumenius) do not share in this view,’ though the practice 
prevailing in their day must have made the interpretation to 

1 Still there are exceptions, such as Theodore of Mopsuestia, who shows his 
freedom of thought in arguing most decidedly against this view ; see Theodori 
ep. Mops. in N. T. commentarium, quae reperiri potuerunt; ed. O. F. Fritzsche, 
pp. 150-152. 

2 Chrysostom places the two views together: ob vawoberay ratro Ono, as pn 
elvan By dvev rovrou (yuveinos) yivecbou drAd ony auerplay xwAdav, eweidn tod cay 
"Lovdulwy tin, nad devrzpors opuirciy yews, ol Ova tye naTE TuUTOY YUVuiKHS. 
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them an obvious one. Besides, nowhere else in the N. T. is 
there the slightest trace of any ordinance against second 
marriages; nay, in Rom. vii. 2, 3, and also in 1 Cor. vil. 39, 
Paul declares widows to be perfectly free to marry again ; in 
1 Cor. vii. 8, he even places widows and virgins on the same 
level; and in this epistle, v. 14, he says: BovAouar vewtépas 
(xjpas) yauety. It would certainly be more than strange if 
the apostle should urge the younger widows to a step which 
would hinder them later in life from being received into the 
class of church-widows (see on chap. v. 9).—Appeal has been 
made to the facts that the nwptiae secundae were held to be 
unseemly for women even among the heathen (comp. Rein, 
Das rimische Privatrecht, pp. 211, 212, and the Latin word 
univira); but it is to be observed, on the other hand, that it 
was considered in no way objectionable for a man to marry 
again after the death of his wife, and that there exists no trace 
of the opposite principle. (There is no ground for Heyden- 
reich’s opinion, that the priests highest in rank, eg. the 
Pontifex Maximus, could only be married once.) Hence, 
neither Christians nor non-Christians could be offended if the 
presbyters of the churches were married a second time, and 
Paul would have laid down a maxim which in his day had 
never been heard of. The undecided opposition to second 
marriages appeared among the Christians only in the post- 
apostolic age, when asceticism was already taking a non- 
Pauline direction, and was therefore inclined to give its own 
interpretation to the apostle’s words. Besides, the expression 
here, as also in Tit. i. 6, stands in the midst of others, which 
denote qualities to be possessed not only by the bishop, but 
also by every Christian as such. Accordingly, there is good 
ground for taking the disputed expression simply as opposed 
to an immoral life, especially to concubinage. What he says 
then is, that a bishop is to be a man who neither lives nor 
has lived in sexual intercourse with any other woman than 
the one to whom he is married (Matthies, Hofmann’). Thus 


1 Hofmann (Schriftbew. II. 2, p. 421) says: ‘‘The injunction is, that the 
husband have no other wives in addition to his own wife, and the widow 
(chap. v. 9) no other husbands in addition to her own husband.” So also in his 
comment. on Tit. i. 6. 
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interpreted, the apostle’s injunction is amply justified, not only 
in itself, but also in regard to the extraordinary laxness of 
living in his day, and it is in full harmony with the other 
injunctions. The expression under discussion might also be 
possibly referred to successive polygamy, 7.c. to the re-marriage 
of divorced persons, but its terms are too general to make such 
a reference certain.'"— vnpddov] only here and in ver. 11 (Tit. 
ii. 2). In its proper meaning it is equivalent to pu) olve ToArNG 
mpocéxovta, ver. 8; but it is also used in a kindred sense 
(like the Latin sobrius) to denote one who is not enchanted nor 
intoxicated by any fleshly passion. It is used, therefore, of 
sobriety of spirit. This is the meaning of the word here, where 
it is jomed immediately with c#ppova, and where the original 
sense follows in the word mdposvos, ver. 3. Even the root- 
word vide occurs in the N. T. only in the figurative sense, as 
in 1 Thess. v. 6, 8, where it is joined with ypyyopeiv, and 
stands in opposition to the spiritual cadevdev and peOvew; 
and in 1 Pet. iv. 7, where it is also connected with cwdpoveiv. 
—oadpova, Kocpsor] see ii. 9.—Bengel: quod cédppav est 
intus, id Kkdopsos est extra. Theodoret: Kdcpuos’ cal bOéypare 
Kal oxnpate Kal Bréppate kal Badicpate Bote Kai Sia TOD 
capatos paiverOar tiv THs >uyhs cwppoctunv. — pirdo€evor] 
in special reference to strangers who were Christian brethren ; 
comp. 1 Pet. iv. 9; Heb. xiii. 2; Rom. xii. 13. — ddaxtixdr} 
“able to teach” (Luther) ; “good at teaching” (van Oosterzee). 
Adaxrixos is one who possesses everything that fits him for 
teaching, including also the inclination (Plitt: “inclined to 
teach”) or the “ willingness” (Hofmann). Hofmann is wrong 
in specializing it into “a moral quality.” That is justified 
neither by the etymology of the word (comp. the similarly- 
formed mpaxtikos, ypadexes, etc.), nor by the position in which 


1 As a matter of course, Paul did not, as Carlstadt thought, mean in these 
words to command the bishop to marry ; but, on the other hand, there is at 
bottom a presupposition that it is better for a bishop to be married than to be 
unmarried (see vy. 4, 5).—We should note also as an exegetical curiosity, that 
some Catholic expositors, in the interests of celibacy, have explained the word 
yvv4 of the church.—The strange opinion of Bretschneider, that zs is here the 
indefinite article, and that Paul meant a bishop should be married, hardly 
needed the elaborate refutation which is accorded to it by Winer, pp. 111 f. 
[E. T. p. 146]. 
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it stands here or in 2 Tim. ii. 24. The word is found else- 
where only in Philo, De Praem. ct Virt. 4, not in classic 
Greek. Though the public address in the congregation (both 
that of the didacxadéa and that of the rpopytefa, 1 Cor. 
xli—xiv.) was permitted to every one to whom the Holy Spirit 
had imparted the ydpicpa, still the ém’cxomos in particular 
had to know how to handle doctrine, in instructing the 
catechumens, in building up the faith of the church, and in 
refuting heretics (see Tit. i. 9); hence Paul, in Eph. iv. 11, 
calls the vroiweves of the church, dvdacKandor. 

Ver. 3. The positive characteristics are now followed by 
two that are negative (or three, according to the Rec.): ju) 
mdpowvov] This word occurs only here and in Tit.i. 7. Though 
it is used (comp. wapouvéw, LXX. Isa. xli. 12) alsoin the wider 
sense, as equivalent to contwmeliosus (Josephus, Antig. vi. 10, 
where it stands opposed to the word ocwdpovety), yet there is 
here no sufficient ground for departing from its original sense. 
It is true that, as Bengel indicates, the an’ évece afterwards 
seems to be in favour of the wider meaning here, without 
special reference to drunkenness; but the contrast is the same 
in the other case, if we only remember that mdpowos does not 
mean simply “drunken,” but “impudent, arrogant in intoxi- 
cation.”’— py wdjxTnv] This word also may be taken in a 
narrower and a wider sense. Here, as in Tit. i. 7, it denotes 
the passionate man who is inclined to come to blows at once 
over anything. With these two ideas there are three placed in 
contrast; not, however, in exact correspondence, for in that case 
the reading of the Rec., 4) aioypoxepdh, would be indispensable, 
and for this reading there is too little testimony; but in such 
a way that the conduct denoted in the one case is opposed to 
that in the other.— dA érueikh, dwaxov adihdpyupov] In 
Tit. 11. 2, as here, the first two expressions stand together. 
"Apayos does not occur elsewhere in the N.T. "Exuevxrjs does 
not mean “yielding,” for it does not come from evkw, but from 
eixds (€ovxa).—The nearest meaning is “beseeming.” As used, 
however, it has mostly the sense of moderateness and gentle- 
ness (in Plutarch, Pyrrh. 23.—évecxas is used along with 


* Comp. Aristophanes, Acharnians, 981, where the scholiast explains it «évee; 
xai oBpiors 3 See Pape on the word. 
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mpaws). Luther rightly: “mild.” "Apayos is equivalent to 
peaceful; Luther: “not quarrelsome.” — a¢irdpyupov (only 
here and in Heb. xiii. 5; dirdpyupos, 2 Tim. iii. 2 and Luke 
xvi. 14; the substantive @iAapyupia, 1 Tim. vi. 10) lays stress 
on a point of which no hint was given before. It is joined 
with dwayos, since avarice necessarily brings strife with it. 
Ver. 4. In the second verse, the apostle touched on the 
subject of marriage-life; here, he directs how the bishop is to 
conduct himself in his own house. — od (d/ov olxov Karas 
mpoictapevov| Though itdvos is used at times in the N. T. 
instead of the simple possessive pronoun, it is here emphatic, 
in contrast with ékxAnolia Oeod, ver. 5.— oixos here, as else- 
where, denotes the entire household, including slaves. It is 
above all important that he should act properly in regard to 
the children ; hence the apostle adds: téxva éyovra év trotayyH 
peta Taons cEesvoTntos] From a comparison with the corre- 
sponding passage in Tit. i. 6, it is clear that he is speaking here, 
not of the father’s disposition, but of that of the children (in 
opposition to Hofmann). The éyovta év brotay7 corresponds 
in sense with pa)... dvurdtaxra in the other passage, and in 
construction with éyovta ... ya év Katnyopia aowrlas. The 
bishop is to preside over his house in such a way that the 
children shall not be wanting in submissiveness. The words 
peTa Taons ceuvoTnTos are to be connected with what imme- 
diately precedes, and not with wpoicrdwevov (Hofmann). If 
it be right to refer them to the fathers (Heydenrich, Matthies, 
van Oosterzee), éyev must be explained as equivalent either 
to tenere (Matthies: “holding the children in obedience”) or to 
katéyewv (van Oosterzee). That, however, is arbitrary ; besides, 
the parallel passage in Tit. i. 6, where dowria is the opposite 
of ceuvorns, is against it. Leo, Mack, de Wette, Wiesinger, 
are right therefore in referring the words to the children. 
The idea of cepvdrns does not forbid this reference, if only we 
avoid thinking of little children; comp., by way of contrast, 
the conduct of the children of the high priest Eli, in the O. T. 
Ver. 5 in a parenthesis gives the reason why a bishop 
ought to know how to govern his house properly. — ed 6é tus 
tod idlov olKov mpooThvat ovK oide] dé shows that the confir- 
matory clause is adversative ; the conclusion is made @ minort 
PasToRAL EpisTLus, K 
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ad majus. Bengel: plus est regere ecclesiam, quam familiam.* 
— Os éxxrnolas Ocod émiuerjoetat| The contrast here made 
becomes still more forcible when it is observed that in ver. 15 
Paul calls the ékxAno/a the oixos Ocod. — ériperrjoetasr| The 
future here, as often with the Greeks, expresses the capability; 
see Bernhardy’s Syntax, p. 377. The verb émpedéouar has not 
only the more general meaning of “take care of something” 
(Luke x. 34, 35), but also more definitely, “fill an office, be 
overseer over something,” in which sense it is used here. — 
For a right understanding of the connection of this verse with 
what precedes, it is to be observed that the first requisite for 
a successful superintendence is obedience (i7orayy) from the 
church towards its superintendent. It is the bishop’s duty so 
to conduct himself that the members of the church may be 
obedient to him, not as servants to a master, but as children 
to a father, that they may show him obedience in love. 

Ver. 6. Mn veodurov] depending on de? . . . etvae in ver. 2, 
is attached to the previous accusatives, ver. 5 being a paren- 
thesis. Neddvros is rightly explained by Chrysostom: od Tov 
vewtepov evTadOa kyr, GANA TOV VeoKaTHYNTOV; comp. 1 Cor. 
iti. 6, 7. Heinrichs is wrong if he thinks that, on account of 
what follows, the explanation rejected by Chrysostom is really 
the right one; for the rapid promotion to the episcopate of 
one newly admitted into the church, might easily have conse- 
quences to be dreaded by the apostle. — The reason why a 
“ novice” (Luther) should not be bishop is given in the words 
that follow: twa pH tup@els eis Kpiua ewrécn Tod SaRdrov. 
Tudwbeis : “lest he being beclouded with concert (of foolish pride).” 
The verb (which occurs only here and in vi. 4 and 2 Tim. 
ill, 4) comes from ré¢os, which in the figurative sense especially 
denotes darkness, as beclouding man’s mind go that he does 
not know himself, so that the consciousness of his own weak- 
ness is hidden from him; in 2 Tim. iii. 4 it is appropriately 
joined with pydev émvordyevos (comp. Athenaeus, vi. 238d). 
Tupebeis describes the conduct of the veddutos which brings 
on him the xpiua tod SdvaBorov, — eis Kpiwa euméon Tod 
dvaBorov| Nearly all expositors take 6 Sudé@oros here and in 


1 Re oes Fe - 
Theodoret : 6 ra opixpe vixovomrety obx cidds, ras Brace ray xperrovey nob Osiay 
miorevbnves Thy tminersicy, 
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ver. 7 to be the devil. Some, again, explain it as “the 
libellous fellow” (Mosheim, Wegscheider, Hofmann; Luther: 
“the slanderer”). Against this latter view, however, there are 
three decisive arguments—(1) According to the constant usage 
of the N. T., the substantive 6 dsaBoros always denotes the 
devil (it is otherwise in the LXX., but only in Esth. vii. 4, 
viii. 1). (2) The singular has the definite article, which seems 
to mark out one definite individual, for the collective use of 
the singular can always be inferred from the context (as in 
Matt. xin 3); Rom. si 1s 1) Pet-iw--18'; Jas. ai, 6 .;:this; 
indeed, is less the case in Jas. v. 6); besides, here the idea 
of “libeller” is too indefinite for the train of thought; hence 
Hofmann is forced to define it arbitrarily: “whoever makes it 
his business to speak evil of Christianity.” (3) If, in the ex- 
pression 7 Tod dua8drov rayis, at 2 Tim. ii. 26, rod SuaBorou 
cannot mean anything else than the devil, it is arbitrary to 
render it otherwise when used in the same expression at ver. 7.— 
Kpiwa is not equivalent to “ charge, accusation” (Matthies), but 
“ the judgment,” especially “the judgment of condemnation.”— 
Tod SiaBorov is mostly (even by Wiesinger and van Oosterzee) 
taken to be the genitivus oljectt (comp. especially Rev. xvii. 1), 
equivalent to “the judgment which is executed on the devil” 
(van Oosterzee), because xpivew is not the devil’s business ; 
Bengel: diabolus potest opprobrium inferre (ver. 7), judicium 
inferre non potest, non enim judicat, sed judicatur. But the 
notion that the devil is delivered to condemnation because of 
self-conceit, cannot be scripturally proved. For this reason, 
and also because tod Siaforov in ver. 7 is manifestly the 
subjective genitive, it is preferable to take it in the same way 
here (so, too, Plitt).? Of course the «piwa of the devil cannot 
mean a trial which the devil holds, but the judgment which 


Paul uses the word only here and in ver. 7 ; 2 Tim. ii. 26 ; Eph. iv. 17, vi. 11. 
In 2 Tim. ii. 26 and in Eph. vi. 11, even Hofmann takes it to be the devil ; but, on 
the other hand, both here and in Eph. iv. 17 he takes it to be the human slanderer. 

2 It is out of place to appeal to 2 Pet. ii. 4 and Jude 6 (Wiesinger), since in 
these passages mention is made, not of the judgment which will be passed on the 
devil, but of the judgment which will be passed on a number of wicked angels. 

3 Had the apostle been thinking of the judgment which will be passed on the 
devil (Matt. xxv. 41; Rev. xx. 40[14, 15]), he would have expressed himself 
more clearly, with something like this : iva wn xpwhras ody rq diaPory, 
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serves to give him foundation for accusing man with God 
(comp. the name for the devil, catx}ywp, in Rev. xii. 10). 

Ver. 7. Act S¢ cat paptupiay cary éyew aro Tov ober] 
Act Sé (which does not present something opposed to ver. 6) 
adds a new requirement to those already given in vv. 2—6, a 
requirement needed for the sake of those who are not Christians. 
Thus Sef here becomes connected with the de? in ver. 2.— 
faptupia occurs in the Pauline Epistles only here and in Tit. 
1. 13.— amo tov éwber] of éwPev (for which Paul commonly 
uses of €&w) are those outside the church ; a7é is equivalent not 
to “among,” but to “from;” the testimony comes from those 
who are not Christians. In the choice of a bishop, care is to 
be taken that he is a man who has led an irreproachable life 
even in the eyes of those who are not Christians. The reason 
is added just as in ver. 6: Wa pa) els dvetdicpov eurécn Kat 
mayida tod SvaBdrov] dverdicpov may be taken absolutely 
(Wiesinger, Pht), or joined with rod dua. (van Oosterzee). 
The former view is supported by the fact that éeuréon 
separates dved. from trayida; the latter, by the fact that the 
preposition is not repeated before wayida. The passage in 
vv. 14, 15, when compared with this, supports the former 
view, which is further established as correct by the considera- 
tion that we cannot well suppose dvedifewy to be an act of 
the devil. Since dvesdcoyds is not defined more precisely, it 
must be taken as quite general in meaning. — cal wayida Tod 
d:a8orov] the same expression in 2 Tim. ii. 26; in 1 Tim. 
vi. 9 it stands without rod dva®., and there, too, it is joined 
with weipacuds (elsewhere only in Rom. xi. 9, which follows 
Ps. lxix. 23). It is a figurative name for the lying in wait 
of the devil, who is represented as a hunter. The idea of its 
association with dvedvoyds is this, that the disgrace incurred 
by one who has not a good testimony from the non-Christians, 
is used by the devil as a snare, not only to tempt him, but 
also to seduce him into apostasy from the gospel.” 

Ver. 8. From this to ver. 13 we have instructions regarding 


1 Hofmann asserts that it is irrational to speak of a judgment which the devil 
pronounces ; but we may ask, on the other hand, whether it is not irrational to 
speak of a devil without judgment. 

In explaining rod daféacv, Hofmann explains iuzwien (cis) ray. +. BaP. to 
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the deacons. —Svaxovous acavtas ceuvors x.7.r.] The deacons, 
as at first instituted in the church at Jerusalem, were 
originally almoners of the poor (Acts vi. 1-6). They are 
mentioned again only in Phil.i.1. In Rom. xvi. 1, Paul calls 
Phoebe a daxovos of the church at Cenchrea. There are 
some other passages which allude to the diaconate—Rom. 
xii. 7; 1 Cor. xii. 28 (dvtiAmpeis) ; 1 Pet.iv.11. It is known 
that this office in the church was afterwards not confined to 
its original object, but there is nothing to indicate how far it 
was developed in the apostolic age. Many of the duties 
assigned to the deacons in later times, can only be arbitrarily 
connected with the office in the apostolic age. Only it is to 
be observed that both here and in Phil. i. 1, the deacons are 
named after the bishops. — ®cavtws| marks here, as in ii. 9, 
the transition to ordinances in regard to another class of 
persons, indicating at the same time their similarity to those 
preceding. — cepvovs] The accusative is dependent on de? etvas, 
which is to be supplied; regarding the idea contained in the 
word, see ii. 2.— pi dvAdyous] the word éiroyos only here. 
mat rove sa 1S, LK in Beelus) vy. 9; 14, vi. 1, xxvii 13, 
we have the similar word: diyAwooos' (comp. also Sépuyos 
in Jas. iv. 8); Theophylact: dda ¢gpovodvtes Kal adda 
A€yovTes, Kal dANa TOUTS Kal adAra éxelvoLs. —— pH olvw TONAD 
mpoaéyovTas | mpocéyvew here, as in iv. 13 and Heb. vii. i3: 
“be addicted to;” Tit. ii. 3: pH olvm TOANG Sedovopévas. — 
pe) aicxpoxepdeis] only here and in Tit. i. 7; comp. 1 Pet. v. 2: 
EmLTKOTTOUVTES . . . pNdE AlaypoKEpods, GARG mpoPtuas ; and 
Tit. ii, 11, where it is said of the heretics that they by 
unseemly doctrine destroy houses aicypod xépdous yapuv. 
These passages show that we are not to think here of gain 
from “dishonourable dealing” (Luther, Theodoret: é« mpayya- 
Tov aicxpdv Kat day atorev), but rather of using the 
spiritual office for a material advantage (comp. vi. 5). 

Ver. 9. "Exyovtas To pvothpiov ths miatews év Kabapa 
cuveoncet| The emphasis is not on éyovtas, as if it meant 


mean, that the slanderer tries to ensnare such a one in the sense of “‘ showing him 
as an evidence of the state of morality in an association which selects such a 
man as its head”’ (!). 

1Theogn. v. 91: 65 win yadoon ding Eye. 


| 


/ 
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“holding fast,” but on év xaOapad cuveidijcer (Wiesinger). — 
To pvaoTnploy THS miatews] This collocation occurs nowhere 
else.  IIictss is not the doctrine of faith (Heumann), 


A but subjective faith (de Wette). Mvornpsov is the subject- 


matter of faith, ze the divine truth, which is a secret not 
only in so far as it was hidden from the world until it was 
revealed at the appointed time (Rom. xvi. 25) and remains 
hidden to every man till the knowledge of it is wrought in 
him by the Spirit of God (1 Cor. ii. 7-10, 14), but also in 
so far as it is even to the believer vrepBaddovca Tis yrdoews 
(Wiesinger). The expression is synonymous with that in 
ver. 16: 76 this eboeBelas pvotypiov. — év Kabapa cvvedynoer] 
Comp. i. 5, 19. The clause is to be joined closely with 
éyovras, and is to be understood neither specially of occupying 
the office, nor quite generally of the virtuous life, or “the 
moral disposition” (Hofmann), but of purity and uprightness 
in regard to the mystery of the faith. It stands in contrast 
with “the impurity of the heretics, who _ ‘had. their, conscience 
stained by the mingling of truth =n errors ; comp. iv. ieee 
Ver. 10. Kat obra 8 Soxipatecbacar mpotov| The 
particles cat... 5é mean and also, cai being purely copula- 
tive ; 8é, Lees opposing and eae something new. 
Since this new thing, which is necessarily emphatic, always 
stands between «ai and 6é, obo, as van Oosterzee has rightly 
seen, must be opposed to those before named, we. to the 
presbyters ; it is to be explained: “and these too, ze. not only 
the presbyters, but also the deacons, are first to be proved.” It 
is wrong, therefore, to make doxipavéoOwoay emphatic, and to 
explain odo: without reference to those before named (“and 
these are further to be proved”), as was done in the former 
editions of this commentary.” Had he wished to say that, 
the apostle could not but have written cal Soxpatécbwoav Sé 
ovrot ; comp. John viii. 16. It is true that nothing has been 
said hitherto about an examination in regard to the office of 
presbyter; but, of course, such an examination must have 


1 Comp. Meyer on John vi. 51 ; Hartung, Lehre von den Partik. d. gr. Spr. 
I. pp. 181 ff. ; Buttmann, p. 312. 

* Wiesinger, too, seems to take it in this way : ‘* These, however, also are first 
to be proved, then they may serve.” 


CHAP, Lik, in. V5) 


preceded the election. The examination for the office of 
deacon would certainly refer to the life and stedfastness in 
the faith He does not say who was to undertake the 
examination, but it is natural to suppose that it was to be 
undertaken by those who elected. At the first institution of 
the diaconate the election was made by the church, the installa- 
tion to the office by the apostles. It is not known how it 
was managed later in the apostolic age. Heydenreich makes 
the examination too formal when he says: “They are to be 
examined first by Timothy, with the aid of the presbytery ; 
the votes of the members of the church are to be taken con- 
cerning his worthiness,” etc. On the other hand, the force of 
SoxyalécOwocay must not be weakened by such explanations 
as: “ Paul wishes only those to be made dsaxovoe regarding 
whom a definite opinion had already been formed in the 
church” (so in the second edition of this commentary) ; or: 
“it is the moral testing which naturally took place when they 
lived for some time under the eyes of the church and its 
leader ;” or: “it is in substance the same thing as pa 
veopuTor, used regarding the choice of presbyters” (Hofmann). 
— It is quite wrong, with Luther (“and these are first to be 
tried ”) and others, to understand the words as if they meant 
that candidates were first to be tried in the affairs of the 
diaconate. — eita Svaxoveitwcayv, avéykdntot dvtes] The parti- 
ciple expresses the condition under which they are to be 
admitted to the office of deacon.  MAvaxoveiy, as applied 
definitely to the office of deacon, occurs only here, at ver. 14, 
and in 1 Pet. iv. 11. 

Ver. 11. Tuvaixas ecattws cepvas «.7.r.] No further hint 
is given as to what women he is here speaking of; only it is 
to be observed that these instructions regarding them are 
inserted amongst the rules for the diaconate, since ver. 12 
continues to speak of the latter. They must therefore, at all 
events, be regarded as women who stand in close relation 
to the deacons — either the wives of the deacons or the 
deaconesses. Mack’s supposition, that they are the wives of 
the deacons and of the bishops, is quite arbitrary. The second 
view is found as early as in Chrysostom (yuvaixcas Svaxovous 
dyot), Theophylact, Oecumenius, Grotius, and others; de 
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Wette, Wiesinger, and Hofmann also think it correct. The 
principal grounds for it are—(1) the word @cadtrws, which 
indicates that the apostle here passes (see ver. 8) to a new 
class of ecclesiastical persons (Wiesinger); and (2) the fact 
that the instructions given in this whole section are rather - 
directions for election than exhortations to the persons named. 
On the other hand, the omisson of adrav (de Wette, Wiesinger) 
and the expression wiotas év waow, usually understood, as de 
Wette wrongly thinks, of conjugal fidelity, are of no weight. 
— Against this view, however, there are two circumstances 
which should be considered, viz., that the instruction regarding 
the deaconesses is inserted among those given to the deacons, 
and also that the apostle calls them quite generally yuvaixes, 
instead of using the definite ai dvdxovor (comp. Rom. xvi. 1). 
This makes it probable that by the yuvatces we should under- 
stand the deacons’ wives (so, too, Plitt). The reason of the 
special exhortation would then be, not, as Heydenreich says, 
that even the domestic life of the deacons should be con- 
sidered, but that the office of the deacons, consisting in the 
care of the poor and the sick, was of a kind in which their 
wives had to lend a helping hand. Hence we can explain 
why the wives of the bishops are not specially mentioned.? 
— py SiaBdrovs] dvdBoros, as an adjective: “ slanderous,” 
occurs only in the Pastoral Epistles, here and at 2 Tim. iii. 3; 
Tit. ii. 3.— vydartovs] is not equivalent to pw oly ToAXR@ 
Tpocexovoas, ver. 8; it is to be taken in the same sense as 
in ver. 2 (in opposition to Wiesinger, van Oosterzee). — 
muotas éy Tmaow] “ faithful in all things;” év wdaow forbids 
us to limit the command of fidelity to any one sphere ; it is 
not merely faithfulness at home nor in the duties of the church 
that is meant. 

Ver. 12. The apostle returns to the deacons, and gives 
regarding their domestic life the same instructions as he gave 
in vv. 2—4 in regard to the bishops. 

Ver. 13. To these instructions he adds in this verse a 
reason: of yap Kad@s SiaKovijcavtes (Svaxovely is here and in 
ver. 10 used in the official sense) BaOwov éavrots Kadov Trept- 


1 Van Oosterzee’s view is arbitrary, that those deacons’ wives are meant who at 
the same time held the office of deaconess. 
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movoovra. The word Ba@uds, which occurs only here, 
denotes, like yradus, in the figurative sense, a degree of honour, 
As to what is to be understood by this, expositors are not 
agreed ; but we may reject at once all explanations in which 
a comparative is put in place of the positive cadcv. This 
objection applies to the view that @Ba@uds denotes here the 
higher ecclesiastical office, the office of bishop (Jerome: “bonum 
hic pro gradu majori posuit; sunt enim minores [diaconi];” 
Bengel: “gradum ab humilitate diaconiae ad majora munera, 
in ecclesia. Qui in minore gradu fidelis est, ad majora pro- 
movetur;” so, too, Theophylact, Erasmus, Beza, Grotius, 
Heumann, Heydenreich, Baur, Plitt, and others), which view, 
moreover, presupposes a regulation of rank altogether foreign to 
the apostolic age. The same objection applies to the view that 
Babpos Kanros is a higher stage of the life of faith, ze. an increase 
in Christian perfection. The expositors who hold by the posi- 
tive xaos, interpret the idea, some of the future, others of the 
present life. The former understand by it “a higher stage of 
blessedness ;” so Theodoret (rov tiwov todtov Babuov év To 
HEéAXNOVTE Ajovtat Biw), Flatt, and others ; the latter explain 
the expression as applying to “respect in the church;” so 
Calvin, Planck, Wegscheider, Leo, Matthies, and others. — 
Heinrich, de Wette, and Wiesinger agree with the view of 
the former, only modifying it to mean not a stage of holiness, 
but “the expectancy of it.” This modification is, however, 
unwarrantable, since the idea of “expectancy or claim” is 
imported. Palucs means a stage; it cannot at the same time 
mean the claim to a stage; and if BaOucs must mean the 
claim to something, then there is nothing to indicate what the 
claim refers to.— The decision between the two interpreta- 
tions depends on the explanation of the words that follow: «cat 
Tony Tappnoiav év Ticter TH ev Xptot@ 'Incod| wappynoia 
means, in the first place, candour in speech; then more 
generally, bold courage in action, synonymous with dade 


1 Hofmann thinks that ver. 13 is connected only with ver. 12 ; because a man 
might fill the office of deacon well, though he lacked the qualities named in 
vy. 8-10, but not if his house were badly managed. But that is not the case. 
Those qualities, not less than the one given in ver. 12, are the necessary condi- 
tions for filling the office of deacon well. 
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(Hesychius) ; and lastly, firm confidence in something ; thus in 
reference to men, 2 Cor. vii. 4 (roAdX} pot mappnola mpos 
jpas), or to God, viz. the confidence which the Christian in 
faith has in the saving grace of God; so in the Epistle to the 
Hebrews and in the First Epistle of John." If Ba@puos is to 
be referred to future blessedness, then wagpnota here, as in 
1 John iii. 21, Heb. iv. 16, is confidence toward God. But 
in 1 John iii. 21 we have mpds Tov Ocdv along with rappno/a, 
and in Heb. iv. 16 pera appnoias is added to define more 
precisely the clause: mpocepyopucba TO Opdve ths yapiTos ; 
as to the parallel passage in vi. 19, to which de Wette like- 
wise appeals, the reference to the future life is distinctly 
expressed by the words eés 7d wéAdov. Of all this there is 
nothing here ; there is nothing, either here or with cadov Babuor, 
to direct us to the future life, nothing to indicate that with 
mappynoia we should supply mpds tov Oedv, or the like. 
Hence it is more natural to refer these ideas to the sphere in 
which the Scaxovety takes place, and to understand by BaOpds, 
respect in the church; by zapénoia, confidence in their 
official labours. These two things stand in closest relation to 
one another, since only he can possess right confidence in his 
office who is open to no just reproach, who is honoured for 
conducting himself well in the matters with which his office is 
concerned. Wiesinger, against this view, maintains that “the 
aorist (Ssaxovycaytes) makes the BaOudv éaut. Kad. Teper. 
appear to be the final result of the official labour ;”* but if 
that were the case, the present 7reps7rovodvtae should not have 
been used, but the perfect; for the acquisition does not take 
place after the official labour, but during it. — Certainly the 
aorist is somewhat strange; but it may mean that the BaOpds 
x.7.d. is always the result of good service.*—— The verb crepu- 


‘Regarding Luther’s translation of zajjncia by ‘“‘joyfulness,” see my 
Comment. on the Epistles of John, 3d ed., on 1 John iv. 17. 

2 Van Oosterzee’s opinion is manifestly wrong, that Badués is ‘“a beautiful 
stage of the spiritual life, and also of eternal blessedness.” 

3 The other grounds apply only to the exposition of Matthies, who understands 
by Pabuds xadds “the influential post ;” by wrappncia, ‘the free play of thought 
and speech, a wide open field of spiritual activity.” In this he certainly exceeds 
the meaning which may be assigned to these words. 

4 Hofmann’s explanation of Baéuss and -rajjncia agrees in substance with that 
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troveto@az, in the N. T. only here and in Acts xx. 28, has even 
in classical writers the meaning “gain for oneself.” The 
dative éavrots is added to show clearly that he is speaking of 
the gain to the deacons themselves, and not to the congrega- 
tion.— é€v miotes tH év XpictS “Inocod] is not to be joined 
with BaOudv and rappyciav (van Oosterzee), but only with 
Tappnoiay.' It is not the sphere in which, nor the object in 
regard to which, there is mappyota (Heumann: “the boldness 
to teach the Christian faith even in public ;” Wegscheider: 
“free activity for Christianity, or a greater sphere for the 
spread of Christianity”); but it denotes the mwappnola as 
Christian, as rooted in Christian faith. The construction of 
miotis with év following it, is found also in 2 Tim. iii. 15; 
Gal. ii. 26 ; Eph. i 15; Col. i. 4 (only that in these passages 
there is no article before év, while there is one before miotus ; 
on the other hand, comp. Acts xx. 21, xxvi. 18). This con- 
struction may be explained to mean that Christ is the object 
of faith already apprehended ; the believer not only has Christ 
before him, but he lives in communion with Him. 

Vv. 14, 15. The apostle has come here to a resting-point, 
since he has brought to an end his instructions regarding some 
of the chief points to be noticed in the affairs of the church; 
but, before passing to any new matter, he casts a glance back 
on the instructions he has given, and tells what was the occa- 
sion of his giving them. — tadrd cot ypdda] Bengel’s explana- 
tion: “ada, ic. totam epistolam,” in which Hofmann agrees,” 
is so far right, that tadra refers rather to the instructions that 
precede (from ii. 1 onward). — éAmifwv éOety mpos oe TaxL0V | 
érxrrifwv does not give the real (“ hoping,” Matthies), but the 
adversative ground (Leo: Part. édstfwv per caimep seu similem 


given here. He is wrong, however, in asserting that the deacons do not acquire 
both during, but only after their tenure of office. If the latter were the case, the 
means by which it takes place would not be given. 

1 Hofmann, indeed, holds even this connection of ideas to be unsuitable ; but 
we do not see why the raéncia may not be marked as Christian, as rooted in 
faith in Christ. To connect it with what follows, would be to suppose that the 
apostle lays emphasis on a point, which to Timothy would be self-evident. 

2 Hofmann’s assertion, that the reference of rare to what precedes is forbidden 
by the present ypépw (for which we should have had typaga), is contradicted by 
1 Cor. iv. 14, xiv. 37; 2 Cor. xiii. 10; Gal. i. 20; also by 1 John u.. 1. 
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particulam esse resolvendum, nexus orationis docet; so, too, 
Wiesinger, van Oosterzee, Plitt). The real ground is given by 
the following Wa. Hofmann asserts, but does not prove, that 
this view does not accord with the following 6é Hofmann 
finds that éAwifwv only expresses an accompaniment of the 
act of writing, and that it was added “lest Timothy should 
infer from the sending of an epistle that the apostle meant to 
leave him for some time in Ephesus ;” but in this he imports 
a motive of which the context furnishes no hint. — raycov 
(comp. on this form, Winer, p. 67 [E. T. p. 81]; Buttmann, 
p. 24) is here taken by most expositors as a pure positive 
“soon ;” the comparative sense (according to Winer, pp. 227 f. 
[E. T. p. 304]), though in the background, has not wholly dis- 
appeared: “sooner” (not “than the arrival of this letter,’ or 
“than thou wilt have need of these instructions,” Winer) “ than 
is or was to be expected.”—-In spite of this hope, the apostle’s 
arrival might possibly be longer delayed, and this possibility 
had induced him to impart his instructions by writing, lest 
Timothy should be without them. — éav dé Bpaddve (the verb 
only here and at 2 Pet. iii. 9), Wa efdjs was Set ev olxkw 
Ocod avactpépecCat] was Set avactpépecOar refers not so 
much to the Christian life in general, as to behaviour in church 
life, viz. in divine service and in church arrangements. This 
limitation is clearly indicated by the connection with what 
precedes, the tadra referring us back (in opposition to Hof- 
mann). Its subject is either Timothy, in which case cé is to 
be supplied (Luther: “how thou shouldst walk ;” so, too, 
Wiesinger), or no definite subject should be supplied: “how 
one should walk.”* Both explanations are possible in language 
and in fact; but the second may be preferred, because Paul 

? The impersonal 3:7 is usually joined with the accusative and infinitive, the 
infinitive denoting the thing, the accusative the person who must do the action 
expressed by the verb. More frequently the person is not named, but is easily 
supplied from the context, as e.g. in Matt. xxiii. 23, where éuézs, in Luke xii. 12, 
where again s#és, and in Luke xy. 32, where ¢ is to be supplied. Hofmann is 
therefore wrong in asserting that there is no linguistic justification for supplying 
at here, where ¢/d7s precedes. Sometimes, however, 3:7 refers to no particular 
person ; so John iv. 20: oxov xpooxuveiy de7; Acts v. 29: wreibupyeiv dei O20; xv. 5: 
def wepirtuvery adrovs ; Tit. i, 11: obs def tosorouéZew ; the df in that case corre- 


sponds to the English “one must.” It is arbitrary, with Hofmann, to supply 
zwé here, and understand by it one who ‘has to govern a house of God.” 
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in the preceding part (to which tadra refers) did not say what 
Timothy was to do, but what arrangements were to prevail in 
the church; Hofmann thinks differently, as he understands 
tavra of the whole epistle. The expression otxos Oeceod 
denotes properly the temple at Jerusalem (Matt. xxi. 13), then 
also the O. T. people as the church in which God had His 
dwelling (Heb. iii. 2, 5); in Christian usage it is the N. T. 
people in whom the dwelling of God has been fully realized ; 
Heb. ii. 6 (Heb. x. 21); 1 Pet. iv. 17; synonymous with it 
are the expressions: xatowxntyptov Oecod, Eph. ii. 22; vads 
@cod, 1 Cor. iii. 16 ; 2 Cor. vi. 16.—To elucidate the symbolic 
expression, Paul adds: tus éotiv éxxrXnoia Ocod Cavtos] The 
pronoun %rvs (= “ seeing it”) makes the explanatory sentence 
emphatic, by indicating why there should be such behaviour 
in the house of God as Paul had prescribed (which Hofmann 
denies); and the reason is not simply that it is an é«xAnola, 
ae. a church, and as such has necessarily certain definite 
ordinances, but still more definitely because it is a church of 
God, of the lwing God, who as such esteems highly His 
ordinances in His church—There follow in simple apposition 
the words: otvnros Kat édpaimpa Ths adnGeias] These words 
are In apposition to éxkAnoia ©. €., and as such are rightly 
explained by the older’ and most of recent commentators ' 
(Luther, Melanchthon, Calvin, Beza, Mack, Matthies, de Wette, 
Wiesinger, Hofmann; now, too, by van Oosterzee, 3d ed.’). 
Some Protestant commentators, however, influenced by their 
polemic against the Catholic idea of the church, have taken 
these words as the beginning of the following sentence (first, 
in the edition of the N. T. at Basel, 1540, 1545 ; later, Bengel, 
Mosheim, Heydenreich, Flatt; formerly also van Oosterzee). 
The reasons against this construction are—(1) That the new 
thought would be taken up in a very abrupt and sudden manner, 
while by connecting it with the previous words, the train 
of thought is suitable.and natural; (2) That “ grammatically 


1Theodore of M. rightly says: txxancins od rods olxous Abyss robs edxrnplous 
nar THY THY TOAADY GuvhbEluY, GAR cov Tigray TOY BUAADYoY, Bbev xu) OTUAOY UOTHY 
nud pulupa 7. GA. tnareosy, Os aviv aban cas dAnbsings Thy caTuoL exolons. 

2Van Oosterzee is, however, inclined to conjecture that ‘‘there is here a 
corruption of the text which cannot now be restored with certainty.” 
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the third defining term, simply adjectival, oor. wéha, cannot 
well be placed in co-ordination with two predicates like otdos 
and éSpaiwua” (Wiesinger, following Schleiermacher); and (3) 
That, whereas 70 THs evoeBelas wvotHpiov is nothing else than 
the 4d7Oea, this construction would make the former designate 
the latter as orddos xal ép., which would clearly be unsuitable. 
There is manifestly nothing to be said for the opinion of some 
commentators, that by or. «. Sp. we are to understand Timothy.” 
—otvnos in the figurative sense occurs only here and at Gal. 
ii. 9; Rev. iii. 12. The ofxos Oeod is called orvAos THs adn- 
Oeias, inasmuch as the pillar supports and bears the roof resting 
on it (see Meyer on Gal. ii. 9), but not “inasmuch as it serves 
to elevate something and make it manifest” (Hofmann). The 
same idea is expressed by the second word: édpa’wya, the 
base, foundation (similarly Oeuércos, 2 Tim. ii. 19), a word 
which is only used here in the N. T. The thought that 
the divine truth is supported and borne by the church, has 
nothing startlmg when we xemember that the church, as 
the ofxos Ocod, has the Spirit of God, which is the Spirit 
of truth; the Spirit of truth, therefore, is its indwelling, 
all-penetrating principle of life, by which it stands in closest 
communion with its head.? But if the church is set up to be 
the preserver of divine truth, it is all the more important that 
all should be well-ordered in it. These words stand, therefore, 
in close connection with what precedes ; but, at the same time, 
they make the transition to what follows, where the apostle in 
a few brief characteristics gives the nature of the truth, that 
he may from this point return to his polemic against the 
heretics, and continue it further. 


1 Gregory of Nyssa (de Vita Mosis): od muovoy TWirpos nat “IdxwBos xed “Ladvyns 
ordao rs txnaAnoius ciot. . . 6 Osios axbarod0s nal roy Tiwddcoy ortaoy xadrdy 
imenrhvare, Foncans airy, xabas Ono rH idia Puri, crddov xad Edpulwpe rns txxancius. 

* Though Chrysostom construes rightly, he yet inverts the meaning of the 
sentence : ody ws exeivos 6 "Ioudeints oinos 0., roiro yap foc. xd cuvexcov thy wiorw 
nak 7d nnpuypa n yp aribed tors rhs ixnaAncins nad ordros xa) Dpelopece. 

3 Wiesinger rightly calls attention to the distinction which should be made 
between “‘the truth as it is in itself, and the truth as it is acknowledged in the 
world,” and then says: “‘in the former respect it needs no support, but bears 
itself ; in the latter, it needs the church as its support, as its bearer and pre- 
server.” If the Catholic Church has drawn wrong conclusions from the apostle’s 
words, it has itself to blame, and not the apostle. 
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Ver. 16. Kai oporoyoupévas péya éotl 10 tis edoeBelas 
pvoTiptov] kai connects what follows with the preceding 
words, and in such a way as to emphasize the following pre- 
dicate. — cworoyoupéves] which only occurs here, means neither 
“ manifestly ” (Luther), nor “ according to the song of praise ” 
(Mack), nor even “ correspondingly” (Hofmann *) ; but: “ as is 
acknowledged” (comp. 4 Macc. vi. 31, vii. 16, xvi, 1; Josephus, 
Antig. i. 10. 2, ii, 9. 6).— péya] comp. Eph. v. 32 («ai 70 
pvotTynpiov ToUTO méya éortlv), has the sense of “ important, 
significant.” — The subject of the sentence: 76 tis evoeBelas 
puoTnpwov, is a paraphrase of the addjGea in the preceding 
verse. It is so called by the apostle, because, as the substance 
of the Christian fear of God, or piety, it is hidden from the 
world: the sense is the same, therefore, as that of To puoripvoy 
THs wiotews in ver. 9. It is wrong to translate it, as Luther 
does: “the blessed secret,’ or to explain it: “the doctrine 
which leads to godliness.” Wiesinger is incorrect in explain- 
ing it: “a secret accessible only to godliness ;” and Hofmann 
in saying: “ the truth which is of such a nature as to produce 
godliness where it finds acceptance.” — The purport—ze. the 
christological purport—is now given in the next clauses, 
Paul laying stress on it on account of the polemical tendency 
of the epistle against the heretics (chap. iv.), whose theology 
and Christology were in contradiction with the gospel. — As to 
the construction of these clauses, there would be no difficulty 
with the reading @eos. If 6 be read, it must relate to wvorn- 
psov, which also might be the construction with ds. According 
to the Vulgate (sacramentum quod manifestatum est), the 
latter is the construction adopted by the Latin Fathers who 
understood Christ to be the puatrpsov,’—an interpretation 
quite unjustifiable and unsuitable to the general train of 
thought. Several expositors (Mangold, Hofmann, and others) 


1 Hofmann, without reason, takes objection to the sense given to the apostle’s 
remark, that believers acknowledged the secret of godliness to be great. But 
if this thought is meaningless here, not less is the one he substitutes: ‘‘ to the 
greatness of the house of God corresponds the greatness of the mystery of 
piety.” 

2 Even Buttmann is of this opinion, as he quotes this passage (wurripioy, os 
2gavepobn) under the rule (p. 242), that the relative agrees with the natural 
gender of the preceding substantive, 
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assume the first clause: ds... capxi, to be the subject, and the 
other five clauses to form the predicate; but “on account of 
the parallelism, that is not advisable” (Winer, p. 519 [E. T. 
p. 786]). It is much more natural from their similar form to 
regard all six clauses as co-ordinate. Then the subject to 
which 6s relates is not named; but, according to the purport 
of the various clauses, it can be none other than Christ. This 
curious omission may be thus accounted for; the sentence has 
been taken from a formula of confession, or better, from an old 
Christian hymn, as its metrical and euphonious character seems 
to indicate; comp. Rambach’s Anthologie christl. Gestinge aus 
allen Jahrh. d. Kirche, 1. 33, and Winer, p. 547 [E. T. p. 797]. 
This view is also adopted by Heydenreich, Mack, de Wette, 
Wiesinger, van Oosterzee, Plitt. — The opinion of Matthies is 
untenable, that the apostle does not name Christ expressly, in 
order to maintain the character of 7d wvotnpvov (in the sense: 
Acknowledged great, etc.,...he who is revealed, etc.), and 
that this absolute use of the relative pronoun is found else- 
where in the N. T. In the passages quoted by him, Rom. 
ii, 23, 1 Cor. vii. 37, John i. 46, iti. 34, 1 Johm-i. 3, the 
pronoun has not the absolute meaning alleged by him. The 
first clause runs: épavepoOn év capki] épavepw@n is often 
used of Christ’s appearance on earth, of His becoming man, 
1 John i. 2, iii. 5; it presupposes a previous concealment," 
and consequently the pre-existence of Christ as the eternal 
Logos. —’Ev capxt] (comp. 1 John iv. 2: éAyAvOas év capKi ; 
Rom. viii. 3: év opoudpate capKkos dwaptias) denotes the 
human nature in which Christ appeared; John i. 14: 6 Adyos 
oapé éyévero.— With this first clause the second stands in 
contrast: édvcaswOn év rvevpate] means (as in Matt. xi. 19; 
Luke vii. 35): to be shown to be such a one as He is in 
nature; here, therefore, the sense is: He was shown in His 
divine glory (as the Logos or eternal Son of God), which was 
veiled by the cdp& ‘Ev rvetyate is contrasted with év 
capki, the latter denoting the earthly, human manner of His 
appearing, the former the inner principle which formed the 
basis of His life. Though év with wvedpare has not entirely 


+ Hence the same word is used also of the resurrection and second coming of 
Christ. 
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lost its proper meaning, yet it shades off into the idea of the 
means used, in so far as the spirit revealed in Him was the 
means of showing His true nature.’ It would be wrong to 
separate here the zvedua from His person, and to understand 
by it the spirit proceeding from Him and impatted to His 
own ; it is rather the living spiritual principle dwelling in Him 
and working out from Him (so, too, Plitt).— Chrysostom 
diverges from this exposition, and explains édvcaswOn by: 
dorov ov« erroincev, brrep 0 TpodyTns Ayer Os Guaptiay ovK 
érroince; and Bengel takes the meaning of the expression to 
be that Christ bore the sins of the world (peccata peccatorum 
tulit . . . et justitiam aeternam sibi suisque asseruit) ; but both 
views import ideas which are here out of place. The expres- 
sion év mvevparte has also found very varying interpretations. 
Instead of wvedua being taken in its real sense, particular 
elements of it in the life of Christ, or particular modes of 
revealing the zvedua, have been fixed upon, or rvedua has been 
taken simply of the divine nature of Christ.? — &¢0n ayyéros | 
The right meaning of this third clause also can only be got from 
a faithful consideration of the words. The word #8 is 
in the N. T. frequently joined with the dative, Matt. xvii. 3 ; 
Luke 11 ; Acts vu.-2.; 1 Cor. xv..5=8}; Heb: ix, 28). ete. 
In all these passages it is not the simple “ was seen,” but 
“was revealed” or “appeared;” it always presupposes the 
activity of the thing seen. — From the analogy of these pas- 
sages, we must think here of Christ going to those to whom 

1 Baur is wrong in explaining ¢v rvedyar: ‘‘as spirit.” This cannot be justi- 
fied by exegesis, and hence Baur contents himself with the mere assertion that 
it is so. 

2 The older expositors take zveju« to denote particularly Christ’s miracles 
(Theodoret : axzdeixbn die rav buvparwv nal amepiévdn, Ors Osos aAndns nal Ozod 
vids). Others apply it to the Spirit imparted to Him in baptism; others, to the 
outpouring of the Spirit at Pentecost ; others, to Christ’s resurrection as the 
most glorious work of the Spirit (so Heydenreich in particular), Akin to this 
view is that of Hofmann, who says that rvdue is ‘‘ that which quickens, makes 
alive,” and deduces from this “ that spirit changed the existence of Christ in the 
flesh . . . into something that had its nature from the Spirit,” and explains 2d:x. 
zy wv. as relating to the justification He received through His resurrection. All 
these explanations fall to the ground when it is observed that the context con- 
tains no reference to any such special fact. Glassius explains it thus: Justus 
declaratus est et filius Dei comprobatus in Spiritu i. e. per deitatem suam, 
cujus vi miracula fecit. 

PASTORAL EPISTLES, L 
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He became visible, so that all explanations which take dpOn 
merely as “was seen” are to be rejected. — In the N. T. 
dyyedot is especially applied to angels; in itself the word 
may also denote human messengers (comp. Jas. il. 25). To 
take it here in this latter sense (which Hofmann does), as 
denoting the apostles to whom Christ appeared after His 
resurrection, is impossible, because nothing, not even the 
article, is used here to point to them in particular. If, then, 
Giryyerou can only mean angels, it is most natural to take 
@b0n ayyérous of the ascension, by which Christ —as the 
Glorified One—was made manifest to angels (so, too, Plitt). 
Still there is nothing here to lay stress on the ascension (as 
is done in the sixth clause); the point is, that He who was 
justified év mvevware presented Himself to the angels in His 
glory. — Baur, indeed, in gnostic fashion interprets the pas- 
sage of Christ as passing through the various series of aeons, 
but it is clear that the words neither demand nor even justify 
such a view. No less arbitrary is de Wette’s opinion, that 
probably the @POjvat ayyérous relates to a supernatural scene 
differing from the ascension, and forming the antithesis to the 
descent into hell. — The very form of the expression shows 
that we are not to think of appearances of angels at various 
moments in the earthly life of Christ, as some expositors sup- 
pose. More noteworthy is an explanation given by Chrysostom 
and approved by some later expositors, especially by Matthies 
and Wiesinger. Chrysostom says: &0n dyyéXos’ Bore Kat 
dyyeror wel” judy eidov tov viov tod Oeod, rpotepov ovy 
opovres. Theodoret’s expression is still more pointed: tHv yap 
dopatov Tis OedtnTtos piow ovdé éxetvor Ewpav, capxobevta Sé 
éGedcavto. Matthies appeals to passages which he thinks are 
elucidated by the words, passages where Christ is said to have 
been manifested as ... head to all things in heaven and on 
earth, Eph. 1 20 ff, in. 10, iv. 8 ff; Coll i 15 ff, 1. 10, BS; 
Heb. i. 6 ff. But, though Christ’s lordship over all is spoken of 
in such passages, it is not said that Christ was made manifest 
to the angels only by means of His incarnation. The only 
passage which might be quoted here is Eph. iii. 10, which, 
however, rather declares that to the angels the eternal decree 
of the divine love or of God’s wisdom was to be made known 
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Sua ris éxxrnoias. But such cannot possibly be the meaning 
of dhOn ayyédous. Wiesinger simply explains it: “the angels 
saw the capxwGévra on earth ;” but obviously the sentence is 
meant to express something which befell not men, but angels. 
— éxnptyOn ev eOveow] for éxnpdyOn, comp. Phil. i 15; and 
for év €@veow, Matt. xxviii. 19. There is no good reason for 
taking é$vn here as relating not to the nations in general, but, 
as Hofmann thinks, to the heathen exclusive of the Jews.1 — 
emiaTevOn év Koop@] emictevOyn is not, with some expositors, 
to be explained by edcvcavéOn: “ He has been testified” (viz. 
by the miracles of the apostles), or by “ fidem sibi fecit” (“he 
gained belief for Himself”); it is to be taken in its proper 
meaning. The word xoopos has the same general meaning as 
the preceding €6vy; van Oosterzee is wrong in thinking that 
it ought to be taken here in an ethical sense. — “Jesus is 
personally the subject-matter of preaching and of faith” ° 
(Hofmann). — avennpOn év d0&n] Mark xvi. 19; Acts i. 11 
(Acts x. 16), where the same verb joined with eis odpavor is 
used of Christ’s ascension. This supports the opinion of most 
expositors, that the same fact is mentioned here. — év do&y]| 
may be taken as an adverbial adjunct equivalent to évdcEws 
(similarly 2 Cor. i. 8; Col. ii. 4); but in that case the 
expression of this sixth clause would be quite out of keeping 
with the others. Wahl takes the expression per attractionem 
pro: adver. eis S0€av Kai éotly év S0€n, which is the only right 
exposition.” The apostle did not write eis do€av, but év Sdn, 
to show that Christ not only entered into glory, but abides for 
ever in it (so, too, Wiesinger, van Oosterzee). Still we cannot 
go so far as Matthies, who says that the result rather than the 
act of the transition is here mentioned; the expression with 
forcible brevity includes both points. De Wette’s assertion, 
too, is quite arbitrary, that Paul is speaking here not of the 
historical ascension, but of a heavenly occurrence. — In what 
relation now do these six clauses stand towards each other ?— 


1 We cannot, in any case, see how ‘‘ the sentence is emptied of its meaning ” 
by regarding Israel as included in the idea of Zévn. 

2 Strange to say, Hofmann disputes this, on the ground that Jesus ‘* was not 
received into glory, but into the celestial sphere.” He appeals for this to Heb. 
i, 8, which is utterly from the point. 
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We cannot help seeing that there is a definite order in their 
succession. It is beyond doubt chronological, since the second 
clause does not relate to the outpouring of the Holy Spirit, 
and the last points more to Christ’s life in glory than to the 
historical ascension. But, at the same time, we can recognise 
a close relation between the clauses. Matthies, de Wette, 
Wiesinger, and Hofmann have adopted three groups, each 
containing two clauses; but, though dyyéAous and éOveow are 
contrasted, still this arrangement would separate between the 
fourth and fifth clauses, whose connection Theodoret rightly 
points out: od« éxnpvyOn wovov, adda Kal éricTEevOn. Besides, 
in order to make the correspondence complete, éxnpvyOn év 
éOveow should have come before &f0n dyyédo.s. It is more 
correct, therefore, to divide the whole into two parts, each with 
three clauses, the two first in each case referring to what took 
place on earth, the third to what took place in heaven (so, 
too, Plitt’). 


1 Baur maintains that in these six clauses every two form a contrast, the one 
being more gnostic, the other more anti-gnostic. But in that case the author 
of the epistle would, in the second part, have very strangely given up the order 
observable in the first. Besides, of all the clauses, the third has by far the 
most resemblance to Gnosticism, 
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CHAPTER IV. 


VER. 1. rAdvog] For this, many cursives and Fathers have cAdvye, 
which, however, is only a correction, perhaps after 1 John iv. 6. 
—Ver. 2. Instead of the form zexaurnpiaowévwy (Rec. Tisch.), we 
should probably, after A L &, read xexavornpiaouévwv(Lachm. smaller 
ed., Buttm.).— For jd/a» cuveidnow, which is supported by the 
weightiest authorities, D* has (in Matthaei, E) cuve/dqow tauréiv. — 
Ver. 6. For “Ijood Xpiorod, so many important authorities (A D 
F G, many cursives, etc.) have XpiorodInood, that the latter must 
be held the right reading. — ris xaAjz didacxarsag] for which 
some cursives, etc., have +7 zary ddacxnadrig, which may have 
arisen from a belief that these words are co-ordinate with ro7s 
novos. — For the Rec. 7 rapnxorovdgunas (Tisch.), Lachm. smaller 
ed.,and Buttm., following A 80, have adopted the gen. 7s rxpnx., 
an attraction seldom occurring, but not without examples; see 
Winer, p. 148 [E. T. p. 204].— Ver. 8. In & the preposition 
=pos 18 wanting before éaryov; possibly xpig ¢éaiyov may have 
been formed on the analogy of the pis zévra. — For the Rec. 
zrayyeniav, Which is found in the weightiest authorities, and is 
received by nearly all critics and editors, K 8, many cursives 
have the plural érayyzriug. This is defended by Matthaei and 
Rinck as the original reading, but is disputed by Reiche (Com- 
ment. crit. I. pp. 389 f.). It is at least possible that the singular 
found its way into the text as a correction.— Ver. 10. zai xomsdiyey, 
ee., supported by F G K, most cursives, ete. (Tisch. 7); in A C 
D ® 17, 47, al., Syr. Arr. Copt. Arm. Vulg. ete., za/ is wanting, 
and is therefore omitted by Lachm. Buttm. and Tisch. 8. Its 
genuineness is very doubtful. — Instead of the Lec. svediZousda 
(supported by D L, most versions, Theodoret, etc., Tisch. 7), A 
CFG KX, al, have the reading dywuZéu2da, which has been 
adopted by Lachm. Buttm. Tisch. 8. The authorities give a 
preference to the latter reading, yet it may have arisen from Col. 
1,29. Reiche defends the ec.; we cannot decide with certainty 
which is original; see further in the exposition of the verse. — 
Ver. 12. Between & ayarn and év cisrss the Rec. has év rvedwars; 
rightly withdrawn from the text as not genuine by Griesb. 
Scholz, Lachm. Tisch., following the weightiest authorities 
(ACD F G 31, 47, 70, 71, al., Syr. utr. Erp. Copt. etc., Clemens, 
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Chrys. ete.) ; comp. Reiche (Comment. crit. I. p. 392). — Ver. 15. 
For ¢v céov, Lachm. Buttm. and Tisch. rightly adopted stow 
(without év), after A C D F G17, 31, al., Syr. Erp. Copt. 
etc., Clem. Chrys. etc. It is defended, too, by Reiche as the 
original reading; é appears to have been inserted from the 
analogy of Rom. 1.19; 1 Cor. xi. 19. 


Ver. 1. In the first five verses of this chapter, Paul speaks 
of the heretics, directing special attention in ver. 3 to one point 
in their doctrine. — 7d 8¢ rvedua pyntas Néyer] The dé connects 
this verse with the beginning of iii. 16, and connects it by 
way of contrast. To wvedua is the Holy Spirit, as the source 
of prophecy. To explain the expression by of mvevpatuxoé 
(Heydenreich) is inaccurate. Paul goes back here to the 
fundamental basis of all prophecy. — pyras (mak Ney.) means : 
“in, express words,” and is used particularly with quotations.* 
Heydenreich is inaccurate in explaining it as equivalent to 
capas, havepas; Luther: “distinctly.” The apostle, then, 
appeals here to a prophecy of the Spirit expressly worded. 
Such a prophecy of the future apostasy lay before him in many 
utterances, both of Christ and of others; besides, the Spirit 
declared them to the apostle himself—Leo is wrong: animus 
mihi praesagit. — 6rs év borépois Katpois atootncovTal TwWes 
THs mlotews| We might readily take totepos xaspot here as 
equivalent to éoyaros xaipoi (comp. 2 Tim. iii. 1: éoyaras 
nuepat; 1 Pet. i. 5: Kaspos Eoyatos; 2 Pet. iii. 3; Jude, 
ver. 18; in Ignatius, Zp. ad Ephes. c. xi: €oxatou Kaspot) ; 
but we must not overlook the difference between the two ex- 
pressions. The former points simply to the future, the latter 
to the last time of the future, immediately preceding the 
completion of God’s kingdom and the second coming of Christ 
(so, too, van Oosterzee, Hofmann). It is unsuitable to press 
xapos here in the sense of “ the fitting time,” and to translate 
it with Matthies: “in the fitting time hereafter.”"—Tuwves are 
not the heretics, but those who are led away from the faith by 
the heretics. The apostasy belonged to the future, but the 
heresy to the present. Hofmann thinks differently, assigning 

‘{Huther must mean that paras is dra% acy. in the N. T. ; for it is found in 


Sext, Empir. adv. Log. i. 8: 6 Bevogay paras @nciv; also in Strabo, i. p. 4 B, and 
Polybius, ii. 23. 5.—Tr. ] 
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the heresy also to the future, though the apostle’s expression 
does not warrant this We must not, however, with Otto, 
infer that in the apostle’s time the heretics were still outside 
the church.—darootncovtas Tis Tictews] “ This sentence forms 
the antithesis to what has preceded, iii. 15, 16” (Wiesinger) ; 
for the expression, comp. Luke viii. 13; Heb. iii. 12; Wisd. 
iil. 10; 1 Macc. i. 15, and other passages. — wpocéyovtes] comp. 
i. 4; the partic. tells how the apostasy is brought about. — 
mvevpac. Travo.s| the mvevwaTta mrdva are in contrast with 
the wvevpa in ver. 1; and the former are as little to be identi- 
fied with the heretics, as the latter with the prophets (Wolf: 
spizituales seductores, 2c. doctores seducentes). The mvevuata 
are rather the active spiritual powers hidden in the heretics, 
the tools and servants of the devil. As the truth is one, so 
also is its principle one: 7d mvedpa tis ddnOeias. Error on 
the other hand is manifold, and is supported by a plurality of 
spirits, who may, however, be regarded as a unity: TO mvedpa 
Ths wavs, 1 John iv. 6.— These wvevpara are called widva, 
because they seduce man from the truth to falsehood ; comp. 
2 John ver. 7.— Kal dwWackarias Satpovior]| darpoviwy is not 
the objective (Heydenreich: “ doctrines regarding demons, a 
characteristic of Essene-gnostic heretics who spoke so much of 
the higher world of spirits, of aeons,” etc.), but the subjective 
genitive (Wiesinger, van Oosterzee, Winer, p. 176 [E. T. 
p- 233]). The daca are the source of the doctrines which 
are opposed to the truth, of the cwpia daimoviwmdns (Jas. ill. 15); 
comp. Col. ii. 22. It is wrong to suppose that the datuova 
are the heretics themselves. As with mwvedua in ver. 1, Paul 
goes back here to the inner grounds; the didacxcadéas proceed- 
ing from these form the opposite of the dudacKaria 9 Tob 
cwrihpos nav Ocod.” 
Ver. 2. “Ev trroxpice: revdoroywv] Leo: “ errarunt sine 
dubio, qui genitivos, qui sequuntur, yevdordyov, KexavTnpiac- 
1 Plitt is not wrong in observing that ‘‘the errors now described by the author 
were no longer matters purely of the future ; they were already appearing.” 
2 The expression dame occurs often in the synoptic Gospels ; in John only 
in the singular. Paul has it only here and in 1 Cor. x. Otto uses this last fact 
as a proof that the two epistles were contemporaneous, but he is wrong ; the 


reference is different in the two cases; in the passage of 1 Cor. it is not the 
‘* onostic”’ heresy that is spoken of. 
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pévov, KwAvovrerv, lege appositionis, junctos esse dicebant cum 
voc. Sapoviwy ;” but we must also reject Leo’s opinion, that 
ev bmoxp. Yevd. was added to the previous statement as a 
second characteristic of the heretics, meaning: eadem simu- 
lantes, quae simulare solent homines evdordyor, etc.; yrevoon., 
KexauTnp., KoAvovTwy denote the heretics themselves, and not 
those whom they imitated. To regard the genitive yrevdoroyar 
as dependent on dsdacxadriais, and év toxpices as defining 
more precisely the substantive following it (Estius: doctrinis, 
inquam, hominum in hypocrisi loquentium mendacium), would 
make a double difficulty of construction. Nor can Luther’s 
translation be defended: “by means of such as are speakers 
of lies in hypocrisy.” ’Ev troxpice is either to be taken 
with droartoovtat (so Bengel: Constr. cum deficient ; hypo- 
crisis ea, quae est falsiloquorum, illos auferet; Teves aliqui, 
illi, sunt seducti; falsiloqui, seductores; falsiloquorum, geni- 
tivus, unice pendet ab hypocrisi), or, still better, with 
mpocéyovtes (Wiesinger, van Oosterzee, Plitt). The objec- 
tion of Matthies, which agrees with Leo’s explanation, that in 
that case we should have had instead of év either d:a or 
évexa with the article, is contradicted by the usage of the 
N.T. In the N. T. év is not seldom used with the instru- 
ment, and in regard to the article there prevails a greater 
freedom of use than in classic Greek. Hofmann strangely 
combines Saipoviwv év vroKxpices xrevdoroyav into one idea, 
explaining dawoviwy to be an adjective with wevdoroyar, 
and év bmoxpices also as a qualification of yrevdordywr in the 
sense of “hypocritical.”’— The hypocrisy of the heretics 
consisted in giving themselves, in obedience to a false 
spiritualism (see ver. 3), the appearance of a spiritually- 
inspired life.—The word yevdoroyor (“ liars,’ Luther) occurs 
only here in the N. T. In sense it is equivalent to 
arevdodiddoKanros, 2 Pet. ii. 1, and wevdorpodyrns, 1 John 
iv. 1 (comp. patatonoyor, Tit. i. 10). — Kexavtnpacpévav thy 
iSiav ocuveidnow] On the grammatical structure, comp. vi. 5 


1 Hofmann opposes the view here put forward that ty dxroxpices is to be taken 
with xpoctyovres, and makes the curious remark that 2v ‘can only introduce that 
which is of use to me for doing something, not that which makes me do a thing 
only in so far as it is of use to another to determine me to do it”’ (!). 
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(SuehOappévos &vOpwrros tov vodv; the more precise definition 
is not infrequently added in the accusative, see Winer, p. 215 
[E. T. p. 287]), “branded as to their conscience” (Wahl: xexav- 
Tnplacwevny Exovtes TH id. cvveidnoww).—It is to be noted 
that the xavtnpidfew (cauterio notare) was not only done on 
slaves “ut facilius possent discerni” (Leo), but was also a 
form of punishment for marking criminals as such (comp. 
Meyer on Gal. vi. 17). As these bore the brand on their 
forehead,—that is the figurative expression,—so do the heretics 
bear it on their conscience, 7.c. they bear in their conscience 
the knowledge of their guilt. Theophylact rightly: é:ed 
cuvicacw éavtois axabapciay Torry, dia ToUTO TO auVELdos 
avtov aveEaneirtous Eyer Tos KaUTIpas Tod puTrapod Biov. 
Theodoret (followed by Heumann) wrongly understands the 
apostle’s expression to denote moral deadness: véxpwous kal 
atroBon) Traons aicOncews, eoydtn avarynola’ 6 yap TOD 
KaUTHpos TOTS vexpwlels THY mpoTepay aicOnow doBarnreu. 
The apostle does not blame the heretics for having a conscience 
completely blunted, but for acting against their conscience ; 
comp. Tit. iii 11: avtoxatdaxpitos.— On idiav, de Wette 
remarks that it is not emphatic here; but it is not impro- 
bable that the apostle had some such side-thought in mind as 
Bengel suggests: dum alios tamen urgent (so, too, Wiesinger). 

Ver. 3. Further description of the heretics. — Kwdvédvtwv 
ryapetv] Since even the Essenes and Therapeutae made absti- 
nence from marriage a necessary condition of a holy life, 
there is no ground whatever for supposing that this descrip- 
tion proves the heretics to have been followers of the later 
Christian gnostics (especially of Marcion, according to Baur). 
— aréyec0ar Bpwpdtwr] similar construction in ii. 12; 1 Cor. 
xiv. 34; the infinitive is dependent on the xedevovtay 
implied in xwdvdvtwv (= Kedevovtwy fn); see Winer, p. 578 
[E. T. p. 777]; Buttmann, p. 343. Isidor of Pelusium unneces- 
sarily corrects améyeo@ar into avtéyecOat. In the Epistle to 
the Romans (chap. xiv.) the apostle speaks of weak brethren’s 
anxiety in regard to the enjoyment of many meats, and the 
heretics combated in the Epistle to the Colossians are 
distinctly described as forbidding the enjoyment of certain 
meats; but neither here nor in these passages is it said what 
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kinds of meat were forbidden, nor why (comp. also Tit. i 
14,15). It is, however, not improbable—if we follow the 
analogy of later gnostics—that animal food, and perhaps also 
wine (Col. ii. 6: év Bpwcet  év wocer), are specially meant. 
There is no indication that the prohibition was founded on 
gnostic dualism (van Oosterzee); it is more probable that the 
false asceticism of the heretics was connected with the Mosaic 
distinction between clean and unclean (comp. Tit. i. 15); so 
also Wiesinger.'—In the Epistle to the Colossians (ii. 22) the 
apostle indicates the perversity of such a prohibition in a 
brief relative clause; and so also here. —& 0 Oeds éxticev eis 
peTaani «.7.A.] Different answers have been given to the 
question why only the second, and not also the first error is 
refuted. It may have been that the heretics did not make 
abstinence from marriage, as they made abstinence from 
certain meats, a command laid on all. It may have -been, 
too, “that the prohibition to marry stood in manifest contra- 
diction with the divine order of creation, whereas the prohibi- 
tion of certain meats might appear less objectionable because 
of its analogy with the prohibition in the law of Moses” 
(Hofmann). Besides, the apostle has already indicated in 
ul. 15 the opposition of the gospel to this prohibition to 
marry.—The word peraédrnyis occurs only here, though in 
Acts xxvii. 33 we find wetaraBety tpodis.—The apostle does 
not content himself with saying that God made food to be 
enjoyed, but he shows at the same time how God meant it to 
be enjoyed, viz.: peta edvyapiotias (comp. on this 1 Cor. 
x. 31). He then limits the general thought by a special 
reference to believers: tots muctois Kal émeyvmKoot THY adz)- 
Qesav, as those in whom the purpose of creation is fulfilled, 
solis filiis suis Deus totum mundum et quicquid in mundo 
est destinavit, qua ratione etiam vocantur mundi _ heredes 
(Calvin). The apostle’s thought is distorted by adding “also” 
before tots wicrots, as is done by some expositors.—Heyden- 
reich rightly says that the words are equivalent to wa of 
TiOTOL Kal ob ETEeyvMKOTES THY ANNO. weTAadaBdcw ad’Tav pera 


1 Hofmann, with no good reason, declares, on the other hand, that attention 
is directed here to the Essenes and Therapeutae, and to the weak Christians 
mentioned in the Epistle to the Romans, as well as to the heretics at Colosse. 
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evyapictias. Hofmann unjustifiably takes exception to this, 
and—in spite of 67- beginning a new sentence—seeks to 
connect Tots muctots not with what goes before, but with 
what follows (!). The added words: toés mictots «.7.d., show 
most clearly the perverse conduct of the heretics in for- 
bidding the enjoyment, and to believers of all people. ITvotoé 
are “believers,” and not “those convinced that enjoyment is 
permitted to them;” ézeyv. tT. add7O. also does not denote a 
special class of the mot@v: “the Christians who have come 
to the true gnosis” (as Heydenreich thinks probable), but the 
mtatot themselves, as those who, in contrast to the heretics, 
have recognised the truth, ie. the divine truth. Kav is 
epexegetical; comp. u. 4. 

Ver. 4. “Ort mav xticpa Ocod xadov] This verse gives the 
ground of the preceding thought, which Hofmann denies. 
Bengel wrongly takes it to be in apposition to adA7ndeav. — 
«ticpa, which does not occur elsewhere in Paul, means here 
of course the creatures of God destined for nourishment. On 
the principle here expressed, comp. Rom. xiv. 14: ovdev 
Kowov 6 avtod, and ver. 20: wavta xafapa; Acts x. 15: 
& 6 Ocds éxaddpice, od pity Kolvov.— Kal ovdey aroBAnTor| 
comp. Iliad, iii. 65: odtot droBAnT éotl Ocdv épixvdéa Sdpa ; 
and the scholiast’s remark: dmoBAyTa’ amoBorjs d&ia Ta 
bo Ocdv, dyol, Siddpeva SHpa ov Eots pev apvncacbar. 
Here the thought stands in contrast with the idea of defile- 
ment caused by partaking of certain meats. Going back to 
the peta evyapiotias in ver. 3, the apostle defines it more pre- 
cisely, though not by mentioning an accessory point merely : 
peta evyaptotias NapBavopevov (Eph. v. 20: evyapicrobytes 
qTavToTe vTép Tavtwyv), because God wishes His gifts to be 
enjoyed with thankful heart, and the purpose of creation is 
therefore fulfilled only by him who partakes with thankfulness. 

Ver. 5 serves to elucidate the thought expressed in ver. 4, 
that every meat taken with thanksgiving is good, and not to 
be rejected.—“Ayiaferar yap Sia Aoyou Ocod Kal évtedEews] 
ayiafev is not “declare to be clean and permissible,” but 
“make something holy.” In itself the meat is not something 
holy, for, as a purely material thing, it can be called neither 
holy nor unholy (so also van Oosterzee). It is less suitable 
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to say, with Wiesinger, that “the xriovw being burdened with 
a curse, is subject to patacorns and the dovrela tis POopas ;” 
but it is made holy for those who enjoy it by the Adyos Oeod. 
Wahl and Leo take Ocod to be the objective genitive, and 
interpret it as “oratio ad Deum facta,” which makes the 
expression synonymous with évrev&s following it; but Adyos 
@cod never occurs in this sense. Other expositors have 
supposed that reference is made to some particular passage of 
the Scriptures, either to Gen. i. 31 or Acts x. 15; but de 
Wette rightly remarks that the words in that case go quite 
beyond ver. 4, and touch on the question whether certain 
meats are clean or unclean. For the same reason, Aoyos Oeod 
cannot mean generally “the expressions of the divine doctrine, 
the principles of Christianity” (Heydenreich). Since the 
expression points back to peta evxapiotias in ver. 4, and 
is closely connected with évrev&s, it can only mean the word 
of God occurring in the prayer of thanksgiving (de Wette, 
Wiesinger, van Oosterzee), either in this sense, that the word 
of thanks itself is called the Word of God, inasmuch as it is 
the expression of God’s indwelling Spirit, or because the 
prayer is supposed to consist of the words of Scripture.'— 
Regarding évrevé&ss, see ii. 1, 

Ver. 6. After describing the heretics, the apostle turns again 
to Timothy, exhorting him, in the first place, with special regard 
to the matters last under discussion, and then more generally 
in regard to the duties of his office. — tadra wtrroriéwevos 
Tots adedpois] tavta does not, as Heydenreich supposes, 
pass over all intermediate matter and go back to the christo- 
logical doctrines expressed in iii, 16. It is more correct, 
with Hofmann, to refer it to the whole section from iii. 16 
to iv. 5 (so Chrysostom) ; but possibly also Paul had in view 
only the prohibitions of the heretics (Wiesinger; van Oosterzee 
doubtfully). — vzror(Gec@ax (the middle only here, the act. in 
Rom. xvi. 4), properly: “put under the hand or foot,” may 


"In the Apostolic Constitutions, vii. 49, there stands the following grace before 
meat : edacynros ti, Kupie, 0 rpiQwy wt tx veornres mov, 6 dudods rpodhy raon caupxi, 
TAnpwtoy xupis xu) eV Ppoodyns ras xapding hur, Iva wdvrore rau adrdpresey Exovres, 
Tepiocevapey cis wey tpyov aryabor ty Xp. Incod, rw Kupiw huay, wv ob oo) deka, cin xal 
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also mean “instruct” (Josephus, Antig. i. 14), as much as 
“advise” or “command” (Josephus, Bell. Jul. ii. 8.7); here 
it stands more in the latter sense; Luther: “ point out.”— 
Hofmann wrongly explains it as equivalent to “take as a 
theme,’ and—against the natural structure of the sentence— 
connects it-with what follows, though in this way it becomes 
tolerably superfluous. — cados eon Siaxovos Xpiorod Inovt] 
Paul here uses dséxovos, inasmuch as Timothy was formally 
appointed to serve in the work of Christ; it has the same 
meaning as “so wilt thou well occupy the office committed 
to thee (dsvaxovia, 2 Tim. iv. 5).” To this is attached the 
participial clause: évtpepouevos rtois Adyous THs TicTews 
«.T..] The present participle does not stand for the perfect 
participle, but brings out how Timothy is to behave at all 
times, in order to fulfil his commission as a Kandds dudxovos I. 
Xp. It declares that he is to be one who makes the words of 
faith his nourishment. It is inaccurate, therefore, to translate 
évtpepomevos by innutritus (Bengel!), or “reared” (Luther). 
As to the meaning of the word évtpédeoOae (in N. T. a dara 

Ney.), see Philo, Leg. ad Caj.: everpadns tots lepots ypappacw, 
and Plato, Leg. vii. 798a: ois yap adv évtpapadot vopows. — 
The Adyou THs miotews are the words in which faith expresses 
itself. The added words: xal ris Kadifjs dudacKanias (see i. 10), 
make the contrast with the heretics more decided, and the 
further clause: 7 (#s) mapnxoXovOnxas, shows that Timothy 
had hitherto been faithful to pure doctrine. This latter perfect 
stands in apt contrast with the present participle évtpepopevos. 
The original meaning of the verb: “follow near any one,” fur- 
nishes naturally for the present context the meaning: “ which 
thow hast faithfully followed, to which thou hast remained 
faithful.” The translation: “according to which thou hast 
formed thyself,’ is inaccurate; the word occurs in the N. T. 
only here and in 2 Tim. ii. 10, as well as in Luke i. 3 and 
Mark xvi. 17. 


1 Bengel, however, did not overlook the signification of the present altogether, 
since he explains thus: Praesens cum respectu praeteriti, innutritus ; nutrimen- 
tum perpetuum. Chrysostom remarks: +0 dinvexts ris cis #& romvrm mporoxns 
dnawy. Winer says: ‘‘tvrpe@ousvos shows that the asya ris aiorsws are to 
Timothy a permanent means of nourishment and culture.” 
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Ver. 7. The exhortation to Timothy in the previous verse, 
that he should continue faithful to sound doctrine, is followed 
by an injunction to keep from heresy. — tods dé BeBijrous Kat 
gpaddes pvOous mapartod] mapaitod’ tiv Tedelay aropuynv 
aivirrerat, Chrysostom; “have nothing to do with.” Here, as 
in i. 4, the apostle calls the heresies ~00ou, in reference to the 
fictions they contained; but at the same time he describes 
them more precisely by the adjectives BéSnrou and ypawders. 
On the former, comp. i. 9 (Luther: “unspiritual”). It is in 
contrast with éccos, and would be manifestly too strong, if the 
pd00u were only “things which bear no moral fruit,” which 
“have an innocent aspect,” and only “ possibly lead to apostasy ” 
(against Wiesinger).’ Ipa#édns (occurring only here) is equi- 
valent to “old-wifish ” (Luther), ze. antiquated; comp. 2 Tim. 
ii. 23. Otto regards “the pi@or ypawders on the formal side 
as myths, such as are told to children by old fathers ;” but the 
passages quoted by him from Plato (Republic, i. 350 E; ii. 
377 C,and 378 D) do not support his opinion. These merely 
say that nurses, mothers, and more generally old wives, are to 
tell myths to the children, from which we can infer neither 
that ypawdes refers merely to the form of the story, nor that 
Paul had any thought of a reference to children.—The apostle’s 
exhortation does not touch so much on Timothy’s teaching as 
on his own personal conduct; but correctness of conduct is all 
the more necessary that it is a condition of the right fulfil- 
ment of his diaxovia.— yiuvate 5é ceavtov mpds evoéBerav] 
After telling Timothy what he is not to do, viz. that he is not to 
give himself up to the pv@ous BeBnrois, he tells him now what 
—in contrast to these things—he is to do. The 6é indicates 
not only the transition to a new thought (Hofmann), but also 
the contrast to what has preceded. The figurative expression 
yupvagew is used also in classic Greek of every straining 
exercise. This meaning is to be maintained here; Theodoret : 
yupvacias dpa xpela Kat rover Sinvedv' 6 yap yuuvatopevos 


* Hofmann is right in saying that 628405 does not properly mean ‘ wicked” or 
“* godless,” but ‘‘unholy.” He, however, overlooks the fact that it denotes not 
simply the negation, but also the opposite of what is holy. He is wrong, there- 
fore, in maintaining : ‘‘the apostle cannot, however, truly describe in this way 
the doctrines of devilish liars.” 
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Kal ayavos uty dvtos aywriferar patos axps. — mpds indicat 
finem, ad quem illa yuuvacia vergat (Leo); this goal is 
evoéPeva, i.e. Christian piety rooted in faith, Comp. on this 
verse, 2 Tim. i. 22, 23. 

Ver. 8. The reason for the previous exhortation is given by 
contrasting the cwpatixy) yupvacia with the yuuvacia pos - 
evoeBecay.— 1 yap cwpaTiKn yupvacia pos ddlyov éotlv 
a@béryuos] Regarding the meaning of cwpar. yupv., there are 
two opinions which need no refutation: the one is that it 
means the ceremonial law (Braun, Selecta sacra, 1.10, § 156); 
the other is that of Chrysostom, who understands by it 
disputation with the heretics.’ It is a question whether 
Paul makes use of the word with or without reference to the 
heretics. Many expositors (of the older, Ambrosius, Thomas; 
of the more recent, Calvin, Grotius; also Heydenreich, Leo, 
Matthies) adopt the former view, and explain the copatixn 
yupvacia to mean the practice prevailing among the heretics 
of abstaining from marriage and from certain meats. The 
connection of ideas is against this view, since in the words 
immediately preceding he was not speaking of rules of 
abstinence, but of the myths of the heretics; the sense is 
also against it, for Paul could not possible say of the heretics’ 
mode of life, which before he had called devilish, that it was 
mpos odtiyov @béApos x«.7.. Wiesinger thinks the apostle 
had in mind, not that degenerate form of asceticism which 
was to appear in the future, as he described in ver. 3, but 
“the phenomena of the present,” viz. an asceticism to which 
even Timothy (v. 23) had some inclination. But since, in 
Wiesinger’s opinion, even this asceticism is to be regarded as 
an error, we cannot well refer to it the words mpds odéyor 
éotly wpéduos. — Hofmann understands the cwparixi yup- 
vacta to be a discipline such as the apostle practised on 
himself in abstaining from things permitted; not, however, 
as if the self-denial were anything in itself, but only lest he 
should be hindered by the needs of the body from attaining 
the goal. For this Hofmann quotes 1 Cor. ix. 27. But the 
discipline which Paul practised on himself was by no means 


1 Chrysost.: yond! cis yopvaciay ort xurubis ceaurdy, dimarsyouevos mpds txcivovs" 
ot yep tori apis rods Oierrpupmbvous pmaxouevor ovnoos vi work. 
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a purely bodily one; it was rather a yupvacla mpos evoéBeray, 
since the faithful fulfilment of official duty formed part of 
the evoéBea. The expression is therefore to be explained 
simply from itself, and we must understand by it the exercise 
of the body in general, as Theodoret, Pelagius, Wolf, and 
others (of those more recent, Mack, de Wette, and van 
Oosterzee) have rightly explained it.—The reason why Paul 
here speaks of bodily exercise is contained in the previous 
exhortation: yvuvate cé mpos evoéBevav. This he wishes to 
make emphatic by contrasting with it the yupvafew practised 
so carefully among the Greeks, though only «pos éAéyov 
adérxyov. The connection of ideas is by no means, as de 
Wette thinks, a mere “lexical allusion,’ nor is the idea 
itself superfluous.— mpds oddyov is in Jas. iv. 14 used of 
time: “for a short time.” In this sense many have taken it 
here; but the contrasted wpds mwavra is against this. It is 
inaccurate also to regard, as Heumann does, mpos édéyov as 
equivalent to odty@ (Luther: “of little use”); it means “ for 
little.” Paul does not mean to say that the cop. yupvacia 
is of no use, but that its use extends to little, only to some 
relations of the present, earthly life.’ It is different with 
that to which Timothy is exhorted: 1) 6€ evoéBeva pos Tavta 
a@péehyios éotw] A more exact contrast would have been 
presented by 1 O€ yupvacia % mpos evoéBevav; but Paul 
could here speak at once of the use of etoéBeca in order to 
strengthen the previous exhortation. Ipods mdvta is here 
opposed to pos drtyov. The general reference thus given 
must not be arbitrarily limited. There is nothing, no active 
occupation, no condition, no human relation, on which the 
evoéBeva does not exercise an influence for good. — érayyediav 
éyovoca Cons ths viv Kal ths perrovens] This participial 
clause gives a reason for the words immediately preceding, and 
confirms them. De Wette, and following him Wiesinger, 
explain (by appealing to passages such as Ex. xx. 12; 


* If caiyoy (without zpés), the reading of §, is correct, then the meaning is 
that which Luther has expressed. Still sa/yov might be taken also as a milder 
expression for the absolute negation: of little use, i.e. properly speaking, of no 
use, viz. for the calling of a Christian. But even this view does not justify the 
interpretation of yeuvaci« which we have rejected above. 
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Deut. iv. 40; Matt. vi. 33; Eph. vi. 2, and others) Sa 4 viv 
as equivalent to “a long and happy life.” But fw» with 7 
vuv cannot have a meaning different from that which it has 
with 7 wedAodca. It is incorrect also to understand by fw» 
“eternal life, life in the full and true sense of the word” 
(Hofmann),’ for it is arbitrary to maintain that tis viv cal 
THS pedrovons was added to fwis only as an after-thought. 
This contrast forbids us to understand 7 as anything 
else than simply “life;” Cw? 2 vdv is the present, fo 7 
HedXovGa is the future life which follows the earthly. The 
genitive is to be taken as a move remote objective genitive,— 
“promise for the present and the future life” (so, too, van 
Oosterzee and Plitt). The thing promised is not indeed 
named, but it can be easily supplied. 

Ver. 9 serves to strengthen the expression immediately 
preceding (not the thought in ii. 16, against Heinrichs), 
whereas in i. 15 (comp. also iii. 1) the same words refer to 
what follows. The ydp in ver. 10 prevents us from connect- 
ing them with what comes next. It is no less unsuitable to 
refer them, as Hofmann does, to the 67s following, and to 
regard eis TodTo . . . as a parenthesis. This connection is 
opposed not only by the harshness of the construction, but 
also by the consideration that, as a matter of fact, the conduct 
of the Christian, viz. 7AmcKévae x.7.r., needed for Timothy no 
such confirmation as is given in these words.” 

Ver. 10. Eis rotrto yap Komidpev Kat dvedsCoucOa x.7.2. | 
The particle yap shows that this verse is to serve as a reason 
or confirmation of the preceding thought that godliness is 
profitable for all things, having promise of this and the future 
life. Eis rovro is by expositors either referred directly to 
this thought (de Wette, van Oosterzee), or is joined with the 
é7e following (Wiesinger); in the latter case the Amikapev 
points only to the thought in ver. 8. The former construc- 
tion deserves the preference, not only because it is more 


1 It is clear that fam is not the ‘‘blessed life” (Matthies), since <tefbeua itself 
denotes the blessed life. 

2 This difficulty is concealed in Hofmann by laying the emphasis on @@ 
Zaver, so that risrés 6 Adyos x.7.A. is to refer to the thought that God is a living 
God. 
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natural to refer the rodro to the thought of ver. 8 so 
purposely confirmed by ver. 9; and also because ets Todto 
cannot be taken as equivalent to 6a todro (by which 
Theodoret paraphrases it), id circo (Beza). Eis always points 
to a goal (and not to the reason of something). *“HAmixévan, 
however, as an already existing condition, cannot be regarded 
as the goal to which the xomudéy is directed; hence Luther's 
translation: “to this end we labour also... that we... 
have hoped,” cannot be justified. The meaning therefore is: 
In regard to this, that godliness has promise, viz. in order that 
this promise may be fulfilled in us, we labour—wWith the 
Ree. kat xoTridpmev Kat svediCopeOa,- Kal... Kav is either 
equivalent to “both... and,” or the first xa/ is equivalent to 
“yea also,” and the second xaé is simply “and.” In the 
former case the two ideas xomidy and dvewdifecPar are more 
widely separated; in the latter, they are more closely con- 
nected. The second view seems to be more natural. There 
is very weighty authority for the reading: xomi@pmev kat 
ayovgoue0a, which also gives a thoroughly appropriate 
meaning; but still the ec, for which, too, almost all 
expositors (de Wette, Wiesinger, Reiche, van Oosterzee, 
Hofmann, and others) have decided, might be preferred. The 
change of dvesdufoue0a into dywvifoueOa may be easily 
explained from the following facts, that in Col. 1. 29 Kxomdy 
is joined with dywvifecOa, that ovevdifew does not occur 
elsewhere in Paul (except at Rom. xv. 3 in an O. T. quota- 
tion), that the passive dvedfoucPa does not seem suitable, 
whereas aywvifoueba agrees well with the figure in ver. 8. 
On the other hand, the change of dywvifoueOa into dverdifo- 
wea is scarcely explicable. The plural xomidpev is not to be 
limited to the apostle, or to him and Timothy; it expresses 
the general Christian consciousness. The verb, often joined 
with another verb which has in it the idea of active 
exertion (1 Cor. iv. 12; Eph. iv. 28; Col. i. 29), does not 
denote simple labour, but labour with trouble and suffering : 
“to toil and moil” (Heydenreich); «al dvedsfoueba again 
points to the reproach which the Christian bears from the 
world. ’Ovewdifoueba is a “concise expression for we endure 
to be slandered” (Wiesinger), — 6re 7Amikawev él Ocd CovTu| 
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If eis todto refers to what precedes, é7v is equivalent to 
“)because ;” the meaning in that case is: im regard to the 
promise given to evoéBera, we take trouble and reproach upon 
ourselves, because we have set our hope on the living God, 
and are certain, therefore, that that promise does not remain 
unfulfilled. “Ove refers to both the preceding verbs, and does 
not merely stand “in close connection with the latter,’ as 
van Oosterzee without reason thinks. The perfect 7Am/capev 
as here: 1 Cor. xv. 19; 2 Cor. i. 10.—God is here called the 
living God, inasmuch as He fulfils what He has promised. — 
°Enrrifew is construed with éw¢ and the dative, because the 
living God is regarded as the ground on which the hope rests. 
The construction is only found here at vi. 17, and at Rom. 
xv. 12 in an O. T. quotation. Elsewhere éAmiewv is construed 
with év, or eds, or émré and the accusative.—The relative clause 
és €oTt caTnp TavToY avOpeTEY, WadLoTA TITTY Serves as 
a seal of the hope grounded in God. Since God is the 
caTHp, this hope, too, cannot be vain; de Wette is wrong, 
therefore, in asserting that this clause is “out of all keeping.” 
—The first words are explained by ii. 4: ds wavtas avOpamous 
Oérer cwOjva. By pddwota mictov it is indicated that the 
will of God unto salvation is realized only in the case of 
believers. Madsora does not stand here “unsuitably” (de 
Wette); it rather gives suitable expression to the thought 
that God is and continues to be the cwrnp for all, whether 
they desire cwtnpia or not; but in the proper and special 
sense the cwtnpéa is only for believers who really desire it. 
Ver. 11. Hapayyedre taidta nai didacKke] Timothy is to 
proclaim to the community that which Paul has enjoined to 
him. Tadra refers not only to what is in ver. 10 (according 
to Hofmann: “to God’s living power and willingness to 
help”), but to everything that has been said previously in 
regard to evcéBeva. The two verbs mapayyéArew and didac- 
xew tell how he is to proclaim these things. They are not 
distinguished from each other as referring, the one to private, 
the other to public instruction, nor as expressing, the one, 
generally public proclamation, the other, more especially exact 
instruction, explanation, information (Matthies); but wapay- 
yéAXew, which in the N. T. has constantly the sense of “ com- 
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mand,” indicates that Timothy is to hold up these things 
(radra) to the community as the standard of their conduct. 
Ver. 12. From this verse on to the end of the chapter, 
Paul instructs Timothy how he is to behave towards the 
community that his mapayyéArew Kal didacxev (ver. 11) 
may not be in vain. — pydels cov tis veorntos KatappoveiTe] 
cov is dependent on tis veornros, which is the object of 
xatagpov. Wahl, on the contrary (followed by Leo and 
Matthies), construes cov directly with xatadp., and takes t7js> 
yeoT. as a genitive defining the substantive more precisely 
(= pnfdels Sia thy vedtnTa Katadpovnon cov, Chrysostom), 
so that xatadp. here (like xatnyopetyv) would be connected 
with a double genitive (comp. Buttmann, p. 143). This 
construction, however, is more forced than the former, and 
Katagp. occurs nowhere else with it.—According to the form 
of the sentence, the command is directed to the community, 
but in sense to Timothy. Timothy is not to permit the 
authority entrusted to him as representative of the apostle, 
to be limited on account of his youth: “permit no one to 
despise thy youth.” The adda, however, attached to this 
injunction shows that he is to effect this especially by his 
Christian conduct ; most expositors find here only this last 
thought.—That he may retain respect, he is to make himself 
an example to all: a\Xa téros yivou Tov TicTHY. A comma 
is not unsuitably placed after wuc7ay, giving the clause greater 
independence, and making the qualifications that follow: év 
oye «K.T.r., More emphatic. On the exhortation tvzo¢ yivov, 
comp. besides Tit. ii. 7; Phil. iii, 17; 2 Thess. iii. 9; 1 Pet. v. 3. 
Tivov does not mean “become,” as if Timothy had not been go 
hitherto, but “de.” The next five words: év Aoyw x«.7.X., tell 
wherein Timothy is to be an example to believers. We can- 
not but observe that there is a certain order in the succession 
of the words. First we have €v Ady and év avactpody. 
Adyos includes every kind of speaking (not merely doctrine), 
ae, teaching, exhorting, warning, comforting, etc., both in 
public assemblies and in private intercourse. "Avactpody 18 
the life as embodied in deeds. Word and life are the two 
forms of revealing the inner hidden disposition. To this 
inner life we are directed by the next words: év dydan, év 
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miotet, which denote the powers that give motion to the 
Christian life. The last word: év dyvela, gives, finally, the 
nature of the life that is rooted in faith and love. The word 
does not denote here specially chastity in the relation of sex, 
but generally “ purity of moral behaviour” (Hofmann) ; comp. 
ayvos, v. 22; 2 Cor. vii. 11; Jas. iii. 17; dyvorns, 2 Cor. 
vi. 6; dyvifev, Jas. iv. 8; 1 Pet. i. 22; 1 John iii. 3. 

Ver. 13. “Ews épyouar] comp. iii. 14. De Wette says in 
explanation: “so long as thou in my absence dost preside 
over the church at Ephesus.” This does not agree with the 
circumstances, Inasmuch as Timothy had not been installed 
as the regular superintendent of the church. That was an 
office held more by presbyters. — mpoceye (i. 4, iii. 8, iv. 1): 
“ curam et studium nava;” de Wette: “ wait.” — Th avayvacet, 
TH Tapakrjoe, TH Sidacxadia| Bengel rightly says: “lectioni 
Scripturae sacrae in ecclesia ; huic adjunguntur duo praecipua 
genera, adhortatio, quae ad agendum et doctrina, quae ad 
cognoscendum pertinet.” — dvayvwors in Acts xiii. 15, 2 Cor. 
iii. 14, is used of the reading of the law and the prophets in 
the synagogue; this custom was continued* in Christian con- 
sregations.—The two expressions tapdxkdnous and dvdacKxanria 
are found elsewhere in connection with one another (Rom. 
xii. 7, 8; comp. also mapdyyeArXe Kai SidacKxe above). 
Chrysostom is wrong in his explanation: wrapaxAnows mpos 
aAXdAovs, SidacKkaria’ mpos mavtas. With as little ground 
do others understand by S:dacx. private instruction, and by 
Tapaknr. public preaching; or also by the former, instruction for 
catechumens, and by the latter, instruction for the church.’ 

Ver. 14. My apére tod év cot yapicpatos| Timothy is 
not to let the yapicpua lie unused; he is to apply it diligently 
and faithfully to the purpose for which it was imparted to 
him. This exhortation does not imply blame, nor does that 
given in 2 Tim. i. 6—The word ydpiopa may be applied to 
every gift of God bestowed on man by God’s ydpis. In the 
N. T. it denotes both generally the new spiritual life wrought 
in the believer by the Holy Spirit, and also specially every 

1 Van Oosterzee’s remark is also wrong: ‘‘The former was necessary for 


individuals in special circumstances, the latter for all every day ;” because all 
need continually both the ddacxaafe as well as the xapax?.ncss. 
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faculty imparted for special Christian work (/cavorns, comp. 
2 Cor. iii. 5). Here, where he is speaking of Timothy’s 
official work, it can only mean the faculty given him for the 
office (not simply “the gift of teaching,” as Hofmann thinks), 
in regard both to the xcuBépyycis and specially to the apa- 
KAnots and Svdackadia (not, however, as Chrysostom explains 
it, the dudacxandia itself). It is not to be taken as denoting 
the office itself; the év coé is against this, and nowhere in the 
N. T. has the word this meaning..—6 €56) cos] not as 
Heinrichs says: a me, Apostolo, but, as a matter of course, by 
the Holy Spirit (1 Cor. xii. 4). — 8:a apodntetas peta éze- 
Bécews THY Yerpdv Tod mpecBuTepiov]| Sua is here “ by means 
of,” so that the wpopntefa is to be regarded as the means 
through which the ydpscpa was given to Timothy (by the 
Holy Spirit). It is arbitrary to weaken this, the proper mean- 
ing of the preposition, as Beza does when he explains it: per 
prophetiam i.e. ita jubente per os prophetarum spiritu sancto ;? 
and as Otto also does, when he finds here the thought that 
the ordination was occasioned by the mpodnte/a. Though 
Hofmann in his Schriftbeweis (II. 2, pp. 278 f.) had explained 
it: “The word of prophecy pointed out Timothy as the one 
to be appointed the apostle’s colleague,’ he now says: “ dua 
mpopntetas does not mean by means of prophecy, but in con- 
sequence of prophecies.” This latter explanation, however, 
agrees with the one which he disputes, since the expression 
“im consequence of” gives not merely the relation of time, 
bué also the relation of cause. We must reject even the 


1 Otto grants, indeed, that yapcue never stands exactly for office, but thinks 
that xdpc~a may be used as a predicate of the idea, office, which is certainly 
right. Otto, however, does not wish to take yeépize here as the office generally 
speaking, but (distinguishing in the office—(1) the rights of office ; (2) the oceu- 
pations of office) as the rights of office: ‘‘ A position of power working out from 
within.” To éy he assigns the meaning ‘‘ resting upon some one ;” but, what- 
ever Otto may say against it, the avaZurupeiy (2 Tim. i. 6) does not accord with 
that idea. So long as any one holds the office, the rights of office remain to him 
undiminished ; for these lie not in the person, but in the office, in the person 
only as holding the office. For such a meaning of é», Otto has produced some 
passages from classic Greek, but none from the N. T. 

? Beza goes still farther wrong when he continues: ‘‘ Potest tamen etiam sic 
accipi, ut idem valeat sis xpoParsiay, 1. e. ad prophetandum ; vel ty rpodartiz, ita 
ut quod sit hoe donum exprimat apostolus.”’ 
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qualification of the meaning which Matthies demands: “ The 
fundamental meaning of the preposition 8a, which may be 
shortly defined as means, may be so modified in many cases 
as to give the manner in which something is done, or the 
intermediating form under which something comes into life.” 
We must reject this, because, as de Wette rightly remarks, 
there would otherwise be no indication of a relation of cause. 
Besides, such passages as Acts viii. 17, 18, ix. 17, xix. 6, 
2 Tim. i. 6, prove that we must keep by the proper meaning 
of dua. The zpodyrteia is mentioned as the means, but in close 
connection with éweow tHv yepdv. TIpodpyrteia (i. 18) is 
not equivalent to “foretelling,’ but is more generally the 
word proceeding immediately from the Holy Spirit—whether 
the word of promise, or of exhortation, or of prayer. This 
word was spoken at the time (wera) when the presbytery laid 
their hands on Timothy and appointed him to his ministry. 
Mera éribécews tT. x. is to be taken in close connection with 
61a mpodnteias ; the laying on of hands is to be regarded as 
part of the means; comp. 2 Tim.i. 6.1. Otto wrongly says: 
“The laying on of hands is not a coefficient of ‘the ordina- 
tion, but an act connected with the ceremony of ordination ; 
the ydpicpa was imparted to Timothy along with the laying 
on of hands, not by means of the laying on of hands.” 
Wherein, then, did the ceremony of ordination consist? It is 
curious that Hofmann, influenced by 2 Tim. 1. 6, says regard- 
ing pera, that “it was of course the apostles business to 
impart the gift to Timothy by laying on of hands,” but then 
erants that “the presbytery of Timothy’s home-church took 
part in the laying on of hands,” without telling us what then 
signified the presbytery’s laying on of hands. The hands 
were imposed by the presbytery, but Paul does not say who 
uttered the wpodnreda. Leo remarks: “ adfuerunt fortassis, 
quum manus imponebantur Timotheo, prophetae Christiani, qui 
praesagiebant faustissima quaevis, et dignum eum fore dice- 
bant ecclesiae doctorem” (similarly Wiesinger, van Oosterzee, 
and others). It is, however, most probable to assume that 

1 De Wette rightly : ‘The zpog. is only named as a part of the whole act of 


consecration by which the zap. was imparted, and the preposition d< is not to 
be referred in strictness only to zpog., but also to the next words.” 
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they who uttered the wpog¢nreéa were the same as they who 
laid their hands on Timothy,’ so that we cannot think here of 
prophets, in the narrower sense of the word, as present at the 
ordination.—The éi@ec.s tov yetpov is well known as a 
symbolic action of the early Christians; it was the symbol 
and means not only of imparting the Holy Spirit in general 
(Acts viii. 17, xix. 6; Heb. vi. 2), but also of bestowing the 
inward equipment for a special Christian ministry (Acts vi. 6, 
xii. 38; comp. also, Acts xiv. 23). By the presbytery, we 
must understand the college of presbyters belonging to the 
church in which the hands were imposed. What church this 
was, we are not told. Ecclesiastical tradition, followed by 
Mack, makes it the church at Ephesus; Matthies, Leo, de 
Wette, Wiesinger, and others think it more probable that the 
ordination took place at Lystra, where Paul assumed Timothy 
as his companion, and that the ordination was held for this very 
purpose.” To this latter view we must object, that there is 
no passage in the N. T. to prove that the reception into the 
number of the colleagues of the apostles was made with such 
a solemn ceremony. It is more natural to suppose that 
such a reception took a freer form, and that a regular ordina- 
tion was only held after a more independent position had 
been assigned to the colleague, a position not merely of carry- 
ing out certain instructions, but of representing the apostle in 
a more complete way, viz. in a particular church, such as 
Timothy now held. Perhaps, therefore, this ordination of 
Timothy had taken place when Paul on his departure for 
Macedonia left Timothy behind him in Ephesus as his sub- 
stitute (i. 3); still it is also possible that it had been done 
on some earlier occasion.’—It is strange that in 2 Tim. i. 6 


1 Bengel is wrong: ‘‘Constr. prophetiam presbyterii, nam manus imposuit 
Paulus Timotheo ; impositio manus proprie fit per unam personam et quidem 
digniorem ; prophetia vero fiebat etiam per aequales, per plures.” 

* So also Hofmann, in whose opinion the ‘‘ precedent ” here alluded to (which, 
however, he is not willing to recognise as an ordination) must have taken place 
in Timothy’s ‘‘home-church.” 

3 Otto, in accordance with his whole view, places Timothy’s ordination in the 
last period of Paul’s three years at Ephesus. The reasons by which he seeks to 
establish this period as the one most exactly corresponding in Timothy’s life, are 
anything but sufficient. 
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the laying on of hands is mentioned only as the act of the 
apostle. Paul might certainly be speaking there of some 
other occasion than here, for the consecration by laying on of 
hands might be imparted on different occasions to the same 
man. It is more probable, however, that he is speaking of 
the same occasion in both passages, and “that Paul imposed 
hands along with the elders, but as the first ” (de Wette),.— 
It is further to be remarked that the word mpeoBurépiov 
occurs elsewhere in the N. T. only as a name for the Jewish 
Sanhedrim (Luke xxii. 66; Acts xxii. 5), and that it is used 
here only of the college of the Christian presbyters of a 
church. 

Ver. 15. In order that Timothy may rightly lay to heart 
the exhortations just given, Paul continues: tadta peréra, 
év TovTots io] Tavra referendum ad omnia ea, quae a ver. 12, 
usque ad ver. 14, praeceperat Pauius Timotheo, Leo. — pererav 
occurs elsewhere in the N. T. only at Mark xii. 11 and Acts 
iv. 25, where it means “think, consider, reflect on something,” 
equivalent to meditari. The more original meaning, however, 
is “exercere, carry on something with care;” this is to be 
maintained here, where it is a matter of putting recommenda- 
tions into practice. De Wette: “let this be thy care.’ — é 
toutous ic@] added to strengthen the preceding words; it is 
equivalent in meaning to the Latin omnis (totus) in hoc sis 
(Hor. £p. i. 1, 11, quid verum atque decens curo.. . et 
omnis in hoc sum).-— va cov 7 mpoxot) davepa 7 Tacw| 
With zpoxomr (only elsewhere in Phil. i. 12, 15), “ progress,” 
not “ progressiveness” (Hofmann), we may either supply “in 
filling thy office” (Heydenreich ; de Wette: to the perfection 
of the God-man, 2 Tim. iii. 17), or more generally, “in the 
Christian life.” The purpose of this lay in the fact that 
Timothy was to be a tumos Tav TLoTOY. 

Ver. 16. Cumulat sane h. 1. Paulus adhortationes, unde ejus 
amorem in Timotheum et in Christianos Timotheo subditos 
intelligas, Leo. — éreye ceavte] “take heed to thyself,’ refers 
to ver. 12; xal 7H didacKxaria refers to ver. 13. Heinrichs 
wrongly combines the two together as an hendiadys (“pro 
ceavT@ ut possis tradere bonam éidackcadiav”). On the other 
hand, however, we must not understand the dvdacKxadia to 
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mean the doctrine of others (Heydenreich: take heed, that 
nothing is neglected in the instruction of Christians by the 
teachers placed under thy oversight). — ériyweve adtois] avtois 
is not masculine, as Grotius and Bengel think, the one under- 
standing it of the Ephesians, the other of the audientes. It 
is neuter, and as such it is to be referred not only to what 
immediately preceded (= “in this attention to thyself and to 
the doctrine”), but, glancing back to todrois, radTa in ver.15 
(Wiesinger), it is to be referred also to all the precepts from 
ver. 12 onward. Hofmann is wrong in connecting 77 didac- 
Kania with éziueve, and explaining advrois as the dativus 
commodi; for, on the one hand, no subject precedes to which 
avrois could be referred; and, on the other, there is nothing 
to show that avrots is the dat. commodi.— The exhortations 
close with words confirming them: todto yap Totdy] “if thou 
doest this” (regarding the form of the clause, comp. ver. 6); Kat 
ceavTov cece Kat Tods aKxovovTads cov] Without reason, de 
Wette thinks that cocess has in Timothy’s case a different 
meaning from that which it has in the case of others; that 
in his case it is to be understood of the higher (!) cwrnpia, 
in theirs simply of the cwrypia. Sefewy means originally 
“save;” but in the N. T. it has in connection with 
Christian doctrine not only a negative, but also a positive 
meaning. Hence we cannot, with Mack, take it here as 
signifying merely, protecting from heresy and its effects. 
Luther translates it rightly: “thou shalt make blessed,” etc. 
—i.e. thou shalt further thine own salvation as well as the 


salvation of those who hear thee, ze. of the church assigned 
to thee. 
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Ver. 4. wavdavérwouv] The reading pavdaverw, which is found in 
some cursives, 3, 35, and many others, as well as in Vulg. Clar. 
Ambr. Aug. Ambrosiast. Pel., is to be regarded as a correction, 
tis xnpe being supposed to be the subject of the verb. As 
to the correctness of this supposition, see the exposition. — 
anddexrov] The words xa xai, which precede in the Rec., are 
rightly omitted from the text by Griesb., who follows all 
uncials, very many cursives, versions, etc. ; they are beyond doubt 
taken from ii. 3.— Ver. 5. Instead of éz? riv @eév, 8 and some 
other authorities have the reading éai xdpiov. — Ver. 8. raiy oixeiav] 
The article is wanting in A D* F Gs; probably not 
genuine; Lachm. Buttm. Tisch. 8 omitted it.— For the active 
apovoe? (Tisch. 7), D* F G KX, al., have the middle zpovocras 
(Tisch. 8), which, however, may be a correction after Rom. 
xii. 17; in 2 Cor. viii. 21 the reading is doubtful. — Ver. 10. 
erexvorpoonoey] The reading éZrexvopépecey in F G, gr. is strange, 
since the word occurs nowhere else.— Ver. 11. For xzara- 
orpnuacwo: (Lec. Lachm. ed. maj., Tisch. 7, following C D 
K Lr, most others), A F G 31 have the reading xuraorpyncoovow 
(Lachm. ed. min., Buttm. Tisch. 7). The infrequency of the con- 
struction of éray with the indic. pres., which occurs only a few 
times in the N. T. (compare especially Rev. iv. 9), might be an 
aroument for the originality of the latter reading; but most 
authorities are against it.— Ver. 14. Before v:wrépas there stands 
in D* and some cursives the article ras; some other cursives, 
as well as Slav. Chrys. Theodor. etc., have xjpas after vewrépas ; 
clearly an explanatory correction.— Ver. 15. It is doubtful 
whether seg was originally placed before or after eerpaanouy. 
For the former position (ec. Tisch. 8) we have the authority 
of SC DK LP, al.; for the latter (Lachm. Buttm. Tisch. 7), 
that of A F G, al.— Ver. 16. The Rec. morig 7 xorg is found 
in D K L, nearly all cursives, some versions, and in Ath. 
contra Arr. ‘Tisch. 7 retained the Rec.; on the other hand, 
Lachm. Buttm. Tisch. 8 omitted sorig 7. The expositors 
(also Reiche) have declared for the Rec. It is to be noted 
further, that in Vulg. ed. Ambros. Aug. Pel. the words 4 sorj 
are omitted, and also that in Boern. Vulg. ms. the transla- 
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tion si quis fideles habet viduas is found. For further remarks, 
see the exposition of the verse.—Instead of éraupusirw (Rec. 
Tisch. 7, following C D K L P, al.), A F Gs have the middle 
érapzeisba (Lachm. Buttm. Tisch. 8), which is indeed the 
original reading, the change being occasioned by the évjpzecev 
in ver. 10, and the érapxion in ver. 16.— Ver. 18. For fois 
droite od Qiudoeic, Lachm. and Buttm., on the authority of A 
© P 37,57, 73, 80, al., Copt. Arm. Vulg. Chrys. etc., read od 
gimsozig Body &dodvra, Which, however, might be a correction after 
1 Cor. ix. 9. Tisch. has the common reading. — Ver. 20. After 
rods, Lachm. and Buttm., on the authority of A D* Clar. Theoph. 
Ambros.. Jerome, read 6, which in F G, Boern. Vulg. ms. is 
found after d&uapraévovras. This variety in the position of 6é 
makes it suspicious in any case. — Ver. 21. Xprored Inood (Scholz, 
Lachm. Buttm. Tisch. Reiche, etc.), instead of the usual reading 
xupiou "Inco Xpiorod. Against xupiou we have the testimony of 
A D* F G 17, 31, al., Copt. Sahid. Aeth. Clem. Basil. etc., and 
for Xprorod ’Inood we have that of A D* G 17, 31, 73, al., versions, 
even the Sahidic and Fathers. — For spéoxrow (Rec, with 
the authority of F G K, many others, It. Vulg. etc.) it is too 
rash, with Lachm. and Buttm., on the authority of A D L 10, 
ol, al., Ath. Bas. etc., to read rpéoxAnow; because, notwithstanding 
the testimony of the oldest mss., the sense almost imperatively 
demands xpsoxArow. This is a case where Tisch.’s words (see the 
article “ Bibeltext des N. T.” in Herzoe’s Real-Encyklopadie, I. 
pp. 183 f£) apply: “In spite of the great preference to be given 
to our oldest Greek MSS., we must not overlook the fact that 
sometimes those opposed to them, and centuries later, have at 
the same time the authority of much older versions and 
Fathers.” Tisch. retained the Rec.; he explains (lc. p. 164) 
xpooxAnow aS an itacism occasioned by the dictation of the text; 
similarly Reiche on the passage.— Ver. 23. ec. oréwaryéy 
oov (Tisch. 7, after D F G K L, al.); the oov is wanting in A 
D* P & (Lachm. Buttm. Tisch. 8); in any case, the later 
addition is easier to explain than the omission.— Ver. 25. 
After aoatrwc, Lachm., on the authority of A F G g., inserted 6:; 
it is possible that 6¢ was struck out by a copyist on the analogy 
of ii. 9.— ra xdru zpya] Instead of this reading, A D F Gx 37, 
116, a/., Vulg. Clar. Boern. Theophyl. Aug. Ambros. Pelag. are 
decisive for ra épya ra xard& (Lachm. Buttm. Tisch.).— Instead 
of the Rec. gor after wpédnru, there stands in D F G P 1Y, 
67* 93, al., siov; In A ® 67* it is omitted (Lachm. Buttm. 
Tisch.). — diveras] Lachm. Buttm. and Tisch. read the plur. 
divavrest, on the authority of A D & 17, 44, 67, 71, al., plur. edd. 
Theodoret. 
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Vv. 1, 2. Directions regarding Timothy’s behaviour towards 
elder and younger church-members of both sexes.— peaBurépw 
Bi) émuTaj,ns| Chrysostom rightly remarks: dpa 76 d&lopa 
vov dno; ovK olwar dAAA TEpl TaVTOS YyeynpaKoTos. Other- 
wise we could not but take vewrepos as equivalent to dudxovor, 
and understand by vewrepae the deaconesses, which, however, 
would be arbitrary. There is, besides, no ground for Mack’s 
opinion, that the of vewtepor mentioned in Acts v. 6 (ver. 10: 
oi veavioxor) were “church servants.” By far the greater 
number of expositors rightly agree with Chrysostom. — 
émumdjooew] only occurring here, properly “strike upon,’ 
then “scold, make violent reproaches.” The opposite: Gal. 
vi. 1, xataprifew év tvevpate tmpaotntos. It is presup- 
posed in this and the next exhortations that the church- 
members named had been guilty of some transgression or 
other.— ada Tapaxdde os watépa x.7.r.} It is not to be 
forgotten that Timothy was still a veds. As such he is in his 
office to deal in childlike respect with the elder men and 
women, if they had rendered themselves liable to his correc- 
tion. — vewtépous ws adergfovs] supply only wapaxare; still 
Bengel is right in meaning when he remarks on pry éremAnéns: 
hoe pertinet etiam ad ea, quae sequuntur. By as adergovs 
and os adeAgdds it is implied that Timothy was not to exalt 
himself over those who were of the same age as himself or 
younger, but that he was to deal with them in brotherly love 
as his equals. — The addition éy wdon dyveia, which follows 
as dderdds, may grammatically be referred to all the mem- 
bers ; but Chrysostom’ and most expositors since, connect 
it closely with the words immediately preceding. Rightly ; 
since, even when taken in the more general sense of “ purity 
of morals” (iv. 12), it cannot rightly be referred to the pre- 
ceding relations; but it is very appropriate to the last, all 
the more if it be taken in the more special sense of 
“modesty, chastity.” ? 

1 Chrysostom: uh pol, Qnol, hv ris wikews wbvoy clans dpmupriay, haw wndt Vropiay, 
Ono), dus’ tx ibn yep ai apis ris vewrtpus ryevousvas buurion duoxdrAus duaPsdyouciy 
Sxrowicv, dei 08 yiveobor rapes cov txioxbrov xa) rovro, dice ToUTO Ly Fehon eryvele Tpoorinat. 
—On the words as 43<agés, Bengel briefly and aptly says: hic respectus egregie 


adjuvat castitatem. 
2Comp. Athenagoras, Leg. pro Christ. p. 86: xab? naimiay rove piv viods nas 
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Ver. 3. From this to ver. 16 we have instructions regard- 
ing the widows of the church. — y7pas tia] Theodoret, 
Theophylact, Pelagius, and most recent expositors, among 
others, de Wette and Wiesinger, refer tiua to the support of 
the widows by money. De Wette explains riwa directly as 
“care for them, support them,” adding, “he is speaking of 
support from the church-purse.” Wiesinger, on the other 
hand, remarks: “We do not say that tywdm means ‘ support’ 
exactly, but it means an honouring which was to manifest 
itself in supporting them.” In proof of this view, appeal is 
made to the passages in Acts vi. 1, xxvii. 10; Matt. xv. 4-6; 
but wrongly. In the two last passages the meaning “ support 
with money” can only arbitrarily be given to tTimay (see 
Meyer on Acts xxviii. 10); and though the widows were 
supported by the church, as we learn from Acts vi. 1 (comp. 
also Ignatius, ad Polycarp. chap. iv.; Justin Martyr, Apology. 
i. 67), we cannot from that draw any inference as to the 
meaning of tywav. But even the context does not necessitate 
us to specialize the meaning. Granted that all that follows 
referred only to money-support to be given to the widows, 
why should not these special exhortations be introduced by 
one of a more general nature? Besides, the support men- 
tioned being the business of the church, and not of Timothy 
alone, the apostle—according to the analogy of catanreyéoOw 
(ver. 9)—would not have written riya, but yfpar tywdcPwoar. 
Hence, with several old and some recent commentators, such 
as Matthies, van Oosterzee, Plitt, Hofmann, we should retain 
the usual meaning of tyuav. Their support by the church is 
simply a consequence and proof of the tywdv.— ras dvTws 
xnpas| is added to define more precisely what widows Paul 
was thinking of, viz. those who are widows in the true and 
proper sense of the word (Luther: right widows). ”“Ovtas is 
used as an adjective only here in the N. T. (Plato, Phaedr. 
260a: Ta dvTws ayaba). What kind of widows are meant 
thereby, we are to infer from what follows. 

Vv. 4-8. There are two opposing views regarding the 
explanation of this section. (1) The view upheld by the 


Z ~ ‘\ \ ‘ ia > ~ x ~ 
Ouyartpus voovjey, rods 08 adeAQods Exousy uml adEnQds’ ual cHs mpoBsbnxoas ray ray 
Taripay nad pnripay Tiny amove water, 
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majority of recent commentators, de Wette, Wiesinger, van 
Oosterzee, Plitt, which is as follows. Paul is giving Timothy 
instructions to support the “7ceal” widows. From these he 
distinguishes (ver. 4 being in contrast with ver. 3) the widow 
who has children or grandchildren, because they are able and 
ought to care for her. With pav@avétwoay we should supply 
as subject réxva 7) éxyova, and we should understand by tov 
iSvov otkov and tots mpoydvors the widowed mother or grand- 
mother. Ver. 5 contrasts again with ver. 4; Kal wepovwpévn 
explains the signification of 1 dvtws ynpa. The predicate 
ndmiKke «.T.rX. denotes the life-work which the “ right,’ de. 
the forsaken, widow has to fulfil, her fulfilment of it being a 
necessary condition of receiving support. Ver. 6 declares 
negatively what conduct the apostle expects from an dvTws 
xnpa, and to such conduct Timothy (ver. 7) is to exhort them. 
At ver. 8, Paul returns to ver. 4, tus referring to the widows’ 
relations, and trav idiov Kal pardiota [Tar] olKkeiwy to the 
widows themselves.—(2) The view upheld by most older and 
some recent commentators, especially Matthies and Hofmann, 
which is as follows. After enjoining on Timothy to honour 
the “real” widows, Paul first directs the widows who have 
children or grandchildren (still uncared for), to show these all 
loving care, and thereby recompense the love shown to them- 
selves by their parents. The subject of pavOavérwoay is tis 
xnpa (as a collective idea); tov idcov ofxov are the childrén 
or grandchildren, and of mpoyovos the dead parents of the 
widow. Ver. 5 describes the “real” widow as one who in 
her loneliness leads a life pious and consecrated to God ; and 
as a contrast to this we have the picture of a wanton widow 
in ver. 6. In ver. 8, again (ver. 4), widows who have rela- 
tions needing their care are again reminded of the duty of 
this care.—Each of these views has its difficulties. Against 
the second view, the ‘supporters of the first maintain the 
following points :—(1) that as ver. 4 is in contrast with ver. 3, 
and ver. 5 in contrast again with ver. 4 (dé), the y7pa spoken of 
in ver. 4 cannot be regarded as belonging to the dvrws ynpazs ; 
and (2) that as edceBeiv (ver. 4) applies more naturally to the 


1 Hofmann, however, takes these verses (5-8) in a different way from that in 
which they are here interpreted by most expositors ; see farther on. 
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conduct of children towards their mother (or grandmother) 
than vice versd, and as the thought: the widow is by her care 
for her children to make recompense for the care shown to 
herself by her parents, is “ somewhat far-fetched” (de Wette), 
the dvtws ynpa can only mean the widow with no relations 
for whom it is her duty to care——But the first view has also 
its difficulties. If we adopt it, we find it strange that the 
apostle should not have written simply adryy for tov tévoy 
otxov, and avtH for totis mpoyovos, all the more that of 
mpoyovot is a name for “ progenitors.” Further, tp@tov, which 
Wiesinger translates inaccurately by “before all,” does not 
get its full force. It is arbitrary to understand by réxva 4) 
éxyova, grown-up children, especially as the expression téxva 
éyev makes the children appear dependent on the mother 
(comp. iii. 4; Tit. i 6). De Wette says regarding ver. 5: 
The author would have more clearly said: “ Remind a true and 
forsaken widow to whom thou dost give support, that it falls 
upon her to show an example of confidence in God and of 
continual prayer ;” but we can hardly think that the apostle 
would have expressed this thought in such an uncertain way. 
Even the three repetitions of the same thought in vv. 4, 8, 
and 16, is at least very strange. Finally, the idea of money- 
support, on which this view lays all stress, is purely imported. 
These difficulties are too considerable for us to regard the 
first view as right in spite of them.'—De Wette and Wiesinger 
are certainly right in regarding ver. 4 as contrasted with 
ver. 3, and ver. 5 with ver. 4, as well as in thinking that the 
word pepovwpévn sets forth the apostle’s mark of the dvrws 
xjpa ; but they are not justified in inferring that in ver. 4 
he is speaking of a widow with relations who can take care of 
her. Why, in that case, should the apostle in ver. 5 have said 
regarding the évtws yypa, that she was to Tpocpevery Tats 
Sejoeot Kat tals mpocevyais, and to do so vuKrds Kal 7juépas, 
for all this is in no way opposed to what is said inver. 4? The 


1 Van Oosterzee, in agreeing with the jirst view, thinks it puzzling that this 
commentary gives the preference to the second. But he does not by this furnish 
anything towards the solution of the question, all the less that he has 
neglected to enter in any way upon the difficulties surrounding the view he 
adopts. 


CHAP. V. 4—8. 193 


mpoopévev leads us to suppose that the apostle was thinking 
of a widow who had not to care for relations—The right 
view will accordingly be this. After exhorting Timothy to 
honour the “real” widows (see on ver. 3), Paul distinguishes 
from these évtws ynpais, in the first place, the one who is 
not forsaken, but has children or grandchildren (not grown up); 
and he lays it on her as a duty not to neglect them. Then 
he describes the conduct of the “veal” or forsaken widow, who 
has therefore no toy oixov, showing what beseems her in her 
position in life as a Christian widow; so that he is con- 
trasting the widow who works diligently for her own, and 
the lone widow who continues day and night in prayer. As 
opposed to the latter (or even to both), he mentions in ver. 6 
the y7pa omatad@oa, who is, however, to be considered as 
dead, because her conduct is in entire contradiction with her 
widowed state. Then there is a natural transition to the 
exhortation in ver. 7, which gives the apostle an opportunity 
for uttering, in ver. 8, a general maxim in order to impress 
once more on the widow with relations to care for, the exhor- 
tation in ver. 4.— Ver. 4. réxva 7) Exyova] éxyova here (in 
connection with téxva) means the “grandchildren” (réxva 
téxvev, Hesychius).' In classical usage, 0 éxyovos is usually 
the son (1) éxyovos, the daughter), but also the grandson; ra 
éxyova denotes properly posterity (comp. Wisd. xl. 15, xliv. 
11, xlv. 13, xlvii. 22; synonymous with 1d omépya).— 
pavOavétwcay| The subject for this verb might be taken from 
the object in the protasis; but the formation of the sentence is 
more correct, if we take the subject of the protasis (rus y7jpa) 
to be the subject here also. Tus yypa is then a collective 
idea, and takes the plural. Winer, too (p. 586 [E. T. p. 787), 
supports this opinion. — rp&tov] viz., before they give them- 
selves up to the care of the church for them, with special 
reference to what follows: ypa xatadreyéoOw, ver. 9, or 
better perhaps: “before she makes work for herself outside 
the house” (Hofmann). — tov tdvoy otxov edvocBeiv| The term 
oixov likewise shows that he is speaking not of the things 


1 Luther translates it ‘* Neffen ” (nephew), which in Old German usage has the 
meaning ‘‘descendant, grandchild ;” comp. Gen, xxi. 23; Job xviii, 19; 
Isa. xiv. 22. 
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which the children are to do for their widowed mother (or 
erandmother), but of the things which the widows as mothers 
are to do for the children ; because the mother or grandmother 
does not necessarily belong to the otxos of a grown-up son or 
grandson, whereas the children not grown up necessarily 
belong to the ofxos of the widowed mother. The meaning 
therefore is: they are not to forsake their house, 7c. their 
children or grandchildren. The term evceBeiv is used to show 
that the house is a temple to whose service they are to devote 
themselves. Matthies inaccurately translates: “practise piety 
in regard to one’s own house.” Olxoy is not the accusative 
of reference, but purely an objective accusative; comp. Acts 
xvii, 28, and Meyer on the passage. “To honour one’s 
house” is therefore equivalent to serving it with pious heart ;* 
Luther’s translation: “rule divinely,” is not to the point. — 
Kab apmoBas atrodiddovat Tois mpoyovots]| According to the con- 
text, the meaning is this: the widows by the evceBety of their 
house, ze. by their pious care for their children. and grand- 
children, are to recompense the love shown to themselves by 
their parents. Chrysostom: dmjNOov éxelvor (ot mpdyovot)’ ovK 
nouvnOns adrots amododvas Ty apmorBnv’ év Tots éxrydvows dpmerBod" 
dtrobisov 76 odelAnua Sia THY Tratdwv. Though this thought 
is peculiar, it is neither ingenious (de Wette) nor far-fetched 
(Wiesinger). — apou8n, in the N. T. dak reyou.; adpmouB. 
amroéudovat, Euripides, Orestes, 467. — of mpoyovor, in contrast 
with the previous ta éxyova: the progenitors; in the N. T. 
only here and 2 Tim.i. 3. It would be against usage to 
understand by it the (widowed) mother or grandmother who 
is still alive. — todt0 ydp éote dmodextov x.7.d.] comp. ii. 3. 
Ver. 5 defines more precisely what widows the apostle 
specially exhorts Timothy to “honour.”—1) 8€ dvtws ynpa Kat 
pepovopern] Kat ewovauévn is an epexegetical addition, 
defining 7 évtws yijpa as one with no relatives who take care 
of her, or of whom she takes care. — 7Amuxev em) tov Ocov] 
1 Tt is certainly correct that <ic¢Bziv is used properly of conduct towards God, 
and then of conduct towards parents and persons of higher position ; but it is 
not restricted to such use. In Euripides, Alcestis, 1151, it is used, e.g., of Zévos. 
Hofmann well says: “‘If a widow turns her back on the house of her. dead 


husband and of her relations, she neglects her nearest duty, and sins against the 
holiness of family ties.” 
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The distinction between éAmcxévae éri with the dative (iv. 10) ) 
and éAmvux. éri with accusative, is that in the former case the 
object furnishes the ground on which the hope rests; in the 
latter, the goal towards which it is directed. — Kat mpocpéver 
(strengthened form of péver; 7H mpocevyh mpocKxaprepeiv, 
tom. xii, 12; Col. iv. 2) rats Seyoeo k. tails mpocevyais 
(comp. ii. 1) vuetos x. uépas (1 Thess. ii. 9). With this we 
may compare what Luke (ii. 37) says of Anna the prophetess. 
Jerome (Hp. ad Gerontiam): quibus deus spes est, et omne 
opus oratio. Matthies rightly remarks: “The idea of the 
genuine widow is explained not abstractly, but in concrete 
form, in actual realization, for which reason we have the 
indicative used instead of the imperative or optative, as if a 
single representative of the whole class were described in 
living, personal form.” Hofmann will not allow this natural 
explanation to stand, because “the predicate which names a 
moral behaviour does not accord with a subject denoting an 
outward state.” Taking 4 dé as a relative pronoun, he 
connects it with Amey éri @., and regards cal mpoopevet 
(for mpoopéves) as the apodosis, dvTws yipa Kal pewovopwern 
forming an affix to 4 6é Apart from the objection that the 
meaning advanced by Hofmann would have been expressed 
much more naturally by 7) dé évtTws ynpa K. pep, 1) BAriKEY 
emt Ocov, Kat mpoopevet, the meaning would be far from 
appropriate here. Besides, it gives no characteristic mark of 
the widow, for the hope which results in continual prayer is 
not peculiar to widows. Hofmann in his polemics does not. 
observe that, in the apostle’s presupposition, she whose outward 
condition is more definitely described is a believing widow. 
When this is observed, we cannot deny the appropriateness of 
the reference (in Wiesinger) to 1 Cor. vii. 32 ff. 

Ver. 6. ‘H && crataddoa] The opposite of the dvtws ynpa 
who has dedicated her life to piety. Sratanddv, “ revel, be 
wanton,” occurs elsewhere only in Jas. v. 5 (Wisd. xxi. 15). 
There is nothing to show that the apostle was here thinking 
of the squandering of the support received. — fica réOvnxe} 
These words have been taken as exhorting Timothy to con- 
sider the wanton widow as dead, and not to support her, 
but this takes away all point from the words. The right 
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meaning is obtained by comparing such passages as Eph. 
iv, 18, Rev. iii. 1, and others similar. While the widow 
who conducts herself as a widow should, lives in God, the 
wanton widow leads a life given up to the desires of the 
world, a life only in appearance, the very opposite of the true 
life. Theophylact: «dv Sone? Shv kata thy aicOnrnv, TéOvyKe 
KaTa TVvedpma. 

Ver. 7. After describing briefly the conduct of the two 
classes of widows, the apostle continues: kal tadta mapay- 
yedre] Tadra refers to what was said regarding widows. 
Timothy is, by way of exhortation, to announce to the church, 
therefore to the widows, what the apostle has written to him ; 
mapayyenre, comp. iv. 11. —tva averidnrto @ow] wa here 
gives the purpose (at 2 Thess. ii. 12 it stands after mapay- 
yedrewy x. Tapaxarev in a different sense). The subject of 
the clause is not the dependants (téxva Kat &xyova, ver. 4) of 
the widows, much less they along with the widows (Heyden- 
reich), or men and women (Grotius), but the widows spoken 
of in the preceding verses. 

Ver. 8. Ei 0€ tis tav idiwv Kal padiota [THY] oiKelwv od 
mpovoet| “ But if any one does not take care for lis relatives, 
and especially for those of his household ;” tis is here quite 
general in meaning, and this generality must in the first place 
be maintained. — rap idiwv and [Tar] oixedwy are not neuters, 
but masculines. In the N. T., as a rule, of Ydvos are those in 
close fellowship and community with another. For instance, 
in John xii. 1 the relation of Christ to His disciples is thus 
named. Oc itdvoe is here wider in meaning than of oixeiou, 
which is “those properly of the household.’ Hofmann 
thinks that, if the reading without the article be adopted, 
padvota does not belong to the verb, but to olcelwv = oiKeto- 
tatov, It is well known that in classic Greek the super- 
lative is sometimes expressed by paduota before the positive. 
But this usage is never found in the N. T.; and besides, here, 
where oéxetos refers to tov iSvov otxoy (ver. 4), and is there- 
fore equivalent to “member of the household or family,” the 
superlative o/xeloratos is meaningless. To paraphrase it 
into “nearest kinsman of all” is purely arbitrary. At any 
rate, the article is by no means necessary before otxeéwv, since 
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the icou and the ofxeZoe belong to one class; the intervening 
padiota makes no difference, although it lays special emphasis 
on the latter. — tv rioctw Apvntac] inasmuch as he does not 
do that to which faith, if it be a living faith, incites him; 
fides enim non tollit officia naturalia, sed perficit et firmat, 
Bengel. — cai éotw arictov xelpwr] “Amicros here is not 
(as at 2 Cor. iv. 4; Tit.i 15) “an enemy of Christ,’ but 
“one who is not a Christian,” one who as such is incited by 
natural law to love his own children (comp. Matt. v. 46, 47). 
—Calvin says on this: quod duabus de causis verum est, 
nam quo plus quisque in cognitione Dei profecit, eo minus 
habet excusationis; . . . deinde hoc genus officii est, quod 
natura ipsa dictat, sunt enim oropyai duotxai.—The reference 
of this general thought varies according to the various inter- 
pretations of ver. 4. If téxva cal éxyova be taken there as 
the subject of av@avérwcay, then it refers to the relation of 
these to the widowed mother or grandmother; if the proper 
subject be ai yjpav, it refers naturally to the conduct of the 
widows. There is nothing to show that the apostle here was 
thinking of the mutual relation between the widows and their 
dependants (Matthies). Still less correct is it, with Hofmann, 
to wrench ver. 8 away from ver. 4, and to understand by tes 
“the father of a family,’ “who at his death leaves wife and 
child unprovided for, when he might well have provided for 
them.” Such a sudden transition from what hitherto has 
been the subject of discussion would be exceedingly strange ; 
nor is there any hint of it given by the verb wpovoeiv, which 
denotes care in general terms, not “ care for those left behind 
at death.” Paul has hitherto been speaking of the conduct 
of widows, and only to that same subject can this verse be 
referred. 

Vy. 9 ff. From this point the apostle takes up a special 
class of widows, viz. those who had been placed by the 
church on a formal list, and who accordingly possessed a 
certain position of honour in the church. From ver. 16 it is 
to be inferred that it was the duty of the church to care for 
them so long as they lived, while from ver. 10 it appears that 
they had to perform for the church certain labours of love 
suited to them. The various views regarding them have 
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already been given in the Introduction, § 5; each has its 
special difficulties. Still Mosheim’s view is the most pro- 
bable, only what the apostle says of these widows does not 
justify us in transplanting into the apostolic age the ecclesi- 
astical institution of the yijpac (mpeoBdrepar, rpecBvrides) in 
the same form as it had at a later date. We have here only 
the tendencies from which the institution was gradually 
developed. Though the apostle takes it for granted that the 
church takes care of these widows, we cannot conclude that, 
as the older expositors assume,” he means by the catadeyéoOw 
their reception into the number of the widows to be supported 
by the church. Poor widows, like poor persons generally, 
would surely be supported by the church without being placed 
in the special class of the yjpat here meant. — Vv. 9, 10. 
xnpa KaTareyéc0o] Katanréyew (Gt. rey. in N. T.), properly 
“select,” then “place upon a list,’ used especially of the 
citizens chosen for service in war; comp. Aristophanes, 
Acharn. 1629, Lysist. 14. 6. xnpa is not the subject, but 
the predicate; Winer, p. 549 [E. T. p. 738]: “as widow let 
her be registered (enrolled) who is not under sixty” (so, too, 
Wiesinger, Hofmann). The common translation is: “let a 
widow be chosen” (so de Wette, van Oosterzee, Plitt.). — pu) 
éxatTov éTav éEnxovta yeyovvia| Leo and some others connect 
yeyovvia with what follows (Vulgate: quae fuerit unius viri 
uxor; so Luther). A comparison with iii. 2 shows that this 
is incorrect; besides, the construction itself demands the con- 
nection with what precedes. The genitive does not depend 
on yeyovuia (as Luke ii. 42: dtu éyéveto éray Sé8exa), but on 
édarrov, and is equivalent to %) étm é&jxovra (comp. Demos- 
thenes, 7 Timocrat. p. 481: yéyova ove édattov %) TpidKovTa 
é). — vos avdpos yuvn, after the explanation given at iii. 2 
of the corresponding expression: suds yuvarxds dvnp, denotes 


1 With his view de Wette and Wiesinger agree ; also Hofmann in substance. 
Even yan Oosterzee refers us to Wedein + but he wrongly identifies the widows 
here mentioned with the deaconesses, whereas Mosheim clearly distinguishes 
between them. 

* Chrysostom in his commentary explains this passage as meaning, receiving in 
order to care for. In his Hom. 31, in div. N. T. loc., however, he interprets it 
of receiving into an ecclesiastical office, saying : zaédmep cio) wapbevov scopol, ofru 
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the widow who has lived in sexual intercourse with no 
one but her lawfully wedded husband.— év épyous xaXdois 
paptupounévn| paptupety in the N. T. has often the mean- 
ing: give one a good testimony; hence the passive is: 
possess a good testimony (uaptuplay Karijy éxew, iii, 7). Ev - 
here (as elsewhere in connection with verbs of similar meaning, 
see Wahl, sv. év H. a.) gives the ground (of the good testi- 
mony); comp. Heb. xi. 2, for which in Heb. xi. 39 we have 
dud.— The épya xadd (comp. ver. 25, vi. 18, and other 
passages in the Pastoral Epistles) are not only works of 
benevolence, although to these chief attention is directed, but 
generally “good works.” —ei étexvotpodyncev| et cannot be 
joined immediately with xatadreyéo Oa, since the sense forbids 
us to consider this and the following clauses as co-ordinate 
with what precedes. It is rather attached to the év épy. xan. 
paptupoupévy, not, however, in such a way (as Heydenreich 
thinks) as to stand for é7e (which is also not the case in Acts 
XXvi. 22, 23), but in such a way as to distribute the pre- 
ceding idea into its single parts, and connect them with it in 
free fashion, “2f namely.” Luther: “and who has a testimony 
of good works, as she has brought up children.”’”— On éte«- 
votpopyncev (dm. ey.) Theodoret remarks: od Opéyrat povov 
aTalTe, adAa Kal TO cdceBas Opérar. Wrong; the verb, not 
“rear” (van Oosterzee), but “nurse” (Luther), refers to the 
attention of love, as do the verbs that follow; compare Acts 
xxii. 3: dvatePpappévos distinguished from sremadevpévos. 
There is no reason for thinking here of strange children, since 
it may rightly be called a cadov épyov, if a mother does not 
entrust the rearing of her children to others, but takes care of 
them herself (in opposition to Leo and Wiesinger); the apostle 
is not thinking of the distinction between strange children and 
one’s own. Heydenreich, de Wette, and others think that 
Paul bases this exhortation on the ground that the rexvorpopia 
was part of the official duties of a yjpa, and that she must 
have practised them before; but they are wrong, because in 
that case we could not but consider the £evoSoyetv «.7.r. as also 
the special duties of such widows. — «i é&evodoynoev] comp. 
iii, 2; Tit. i. 8 (pero£evos); Rom. xii. 13; Heb. xiii. 2. The 
word £evodoyeiv (Euripides, Ale, 555) is in the N. T. aaag 
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Aey.— ef ayiwy modas eveev] comp. John xiii. 3 ff; also 
Luke vii. 44. Wahl: pedum lotio (apud Judaeos) opus erat 
servile eademque apud eos in primis humanitatis officiis hospiti 
praestandis ponebatur. The feet-washing is meant literally, 
and not merely as “a symbolic expression for the manifesta- 
tions of self-denying love” (first ed.); although Paul might at 
the same time be thinking of other services of lowly love. 
Theophylact: e¢ tas éoydtas imnpeoias toils wylows avevaio- 
xuvtas é€erérece.— The &yiou are not merely the §évos (in 
opposition to Wiesinger), but the Christians in general who 
came into the house as guests.— ed OduBopévors ernpxecer | 
Bengel arbitrarily limits the meaning of @A1Bopuevos, wishing 
to interpret it only of the poor; it is to be taken more 
generally as equivalent to “those in distress.” °“Emapxeiv in 
the N. T. only here and at ver. 16.— After naming several 
works of love in detail, the apostle adds more generally, in 
order to exhaust the év épy. car. paptupetcGar: ef TayTl épyw 
ayabe émnxorovOnce. Hence we must not here think of 
works of benevolence only, but take wav épyov in its entire 
meaning. — évaxoNov0eity (in the N. T. only here at ver. 
24, at Mark xvi. 20, where it is absolute, and at 1. Pet. 
ii, 21, where it is joined with rots tyveov) is mostly referred 
to persons; but we cannot therefore, with Schleiermacher, 
supply here avrois, ic. OrBopuévoss.” It stands here in the 
same sense as Owe, vi. 11; 1 Thess. v.15; Heb. xii. 14. 
Luther: “who has followed every good work.”* 

Ver. 11. Newrépas 5 ynpas wapaitot] vewrépas is not 
here strictly comparative in reference to ver. 9 (Wiesinger : 
“widows under sixty years”); it is rather a positive, as in 


1 This Hofmann wrongly disputes, wishing to lay the emphasis not on ravr} 
zpy. aya. but on txnxorodénce : ‘if there was any good to be done, she was to 
Sollow after it with all diligence, she was to make it her business.” 

* Bengel gives a peculiar reference to the word, which cannot be justified, 
saying : antistitum et virorum est bonis operibus praeire Tit. iii. 8, 14, mulierum, 
subsequi, adjuvando pro sua parte. 

3 Hofmann is indeed not wrong in contending against the view that ver. 15 
points to the services which the widows here mentioned are to perform for the 
church. He says that this verse only tells that ‘‘she must have fulfilled the 
duties of a mother and a Christian housewife.” But the enumeration of all 
these duties indicates that as a church-widow she must be practised in the 
exercise of many services of love. 
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vy. 1, 2 (so, too, van Oosterzee). — rapatod] in opposition to 
katareyéo Ow, ver. 9 (and in opposition to Téwa in ver. 3); yet 
in such a way that, according to the analogy of the passages, 
iv. 7, 2 Tim. ii. 23, Tit. ii. 10, Heb. xii. 25, it denotes not 
only that they are to be omitted from the xataréyeoOaz, but 
also that they are to be avoided personally. Luther : “the young 
widows, however, get rid of.” The reason for this injunction 
is given by the apostle in the next words: étav yap Kata- 
oTpnviacwot Tod Xpiotod yaweiv OéXovow] The meaning of 
the verb is variously given by expositors. Several take it as 
equivalent to “be voluptuous, lust after,” and so refer it to 
sexual relation, appealing to Rom. xviii. 9, where otpnvay is 
used along with ropvevew. But this collocation does not 
prove that the verbs are related in sense, all the less that in 
the passage mopvevew is not used literally. Even in Rev. 
Xvill. 3, otpyvos has not the meaning of sexual desire, but 
more generally of “wantonness.” There is no justification, 
therefore, for de Wette’s translation: “to feel sexual desire,” 
and that of Jerome (Zp. 123, al. 11, ad Agerochiam al. 
Gerontiam): quae fornicatae sunt. Others maintain here the 
more general meaning of the word luxuriari (Wiesinger; van 
Oosterzee also translates: “if they have become luxurious,” 
but explains it of voluptuous desire, of the pruritus libidi- 
nosus). Since the word ozpivos also occurs in the sense of 
violent desire for something (Lycophr. 438, see Pape, 5, s.v.), 
Plitt explains otpyviay as equivalent to “go in pursuit of the 
satisfaction of one’s desires,” but without saying what desires 
are here meant. In Pape, the word is explained as equiva- 
lent to “be insolent” (otpjvos = “insolence”); so, too, in 
Stephanus (catactpynviaw = insolentius et lascivius me gero 
adversum) ; similarly Theophylact: xa@urepnpavevecOar. It 


1 Baur at an earlier period (Die Sog. Pastoralbricfe, p. 47) construed 
yeorspar xnpos grammatically together, and only—very arbitrarily, it is true— 
maintained that these xzpa: are distinguished from those in ver. 9 by being only 
virgins (and not dyrws x¢mpe) bearing the name of ype. Later (Paulus, d. Ap. 
J. Chr. p. 497) he expressed the opinion that vewrtpas and j%pas are not to be 
taken together, that the one is the subject rather, the other the predicate, and 
that the words accordingly have the sense: ‘‘ Younger persons of the female sex 
do not receive into the list of the xzpas.” This only adds to the arbitrariness of 
the historian, the arbitrariness of the exegete. 
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will be most correct to adhere to the meaning “ be luxurious.” 
In all these various explanations the prefix cata is taken in 
the sense of hostile opposition, and the genitive rod Xpuotob 
regarded as the object to which those widows are opposed by 
their otpnudv. This reference of «ata is in entire accord- 
ance with Greek usage; comp. in the N. T. the words: 
KAaTASUVATTEVW, KATAKAVYdowal, KaTaVapKaw, KaTacopifomas. 
Hofmann’s explanation completely diverges from these: 
“ After such widows have let the Saviour have their whole 
desire, after they have delighted in Him, they wish to marry.” 
For this interpretation of xatactpnuav Xpiorod, Hofmann 
appeals to Ps. xxxvil. 4, where the Hebrew nine by 4ayN) 
(“rejoice in God, delight in God”) is translated in the LXX. 
by katactpupav tod xvpiov. But to this there are three 
objections—(1) This interpretation of caractpudav in a good 
sense is quite singular in nature; (2) xatactpupay cannot 
without proof be considered identical with catactpnmdv; and 
(3) éray is explained simply by “after that,’ whereas it 
properly means: “in case that, so soon as.” “Otay may indeed 
be sometimes rendered by “after that ;” but whereas the latter 
only expresses the relation of time, érav is only used in such 
cases of an inner relation. In the present case it shows that 
the 6érew yapetv is something which has its ground or presup- 
posed condition in the catactpnvidv of the widows. But how 
can it be imagined that delight in the Lord gives any ground 
whatever for the desire of marriage ?— Besides, the whole 
context compels us to take xatactp. in a bad sense.’ — 
yapety Oéd\ovow] We must not overlook the fact that Paul 
does not say simply yapodouw; he wishes here to bring out 
the direction in which their thoughts turn. If a widow 
received the honourable distinction of xataréyeo@ar, she had 
to recognise it as her duty to devote her life henceforth to 
her office, to her works of love for the church. These she 

1 Even earlier expositors rejected the strange opinion which Heydenreich 
adopts, that “srpru¢» in its root-signification and origin wrap& +4 ovepeiv xad 
amorriy ras nvies means, cast off the reins, be or become unbridled.”—Quite 
as wrong is the inversion of thought which Heinrichs takes up, saying: clarius 


mentem expressisset Ap. inverso ordine: dray yap yamsiv bbrwow, xararrpnacs 


rod Xpirrod ; for yamsiv b:rouew is a consequence of the zararcpnudy, not vice 
versa. 
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must regard as her life-vocation. But in young widows the 
worldly desire was roused only too easily, so that they put 
aside their life-vocation, and sought only their own satisfac- 
tion in forming a new marriage, thereby withdrawing them- 
selves from the work for the church. Their thoughts were 
therefore turned to something else than the things to which 
their position in the church directed them.’ 

Ver. 12. "Eyovcat xpiva, 6tv] Almost all expositors take 
ére as introducing the object, so that what follows describes 
the «pia which the widows have to suffer. There is vari- 
ance only in the more precise definition of xpiwa, whether 
it is to be understood as the judgment of God (Wiesinger, 
van Oosterzee), or the judgment of men (Wegscheider: “they 
draw blame on themselves ;” Plitt: “they meet with reproof”’), 
or the judgment of their own conscience (so in this commen- 
tary; comp. iv. 2: Kexavtnpiacpévor tiv idiav ovvednow). 
Hofmann takes 671 as “because,” as there is no article with 
Kpiwa: “they are liable to condemnation;” but this makes 
the meaning of xpipa éyew too vague. Since the use of the 
article in the N. T. is so wavering, it is difficult to come to a 
definite conclusion. Plitt’s explanation may be taken as the 
most natural. — 6te tiv tpetny wictw nOéTHCaY| Thy TioTW 
aGerety in Polybius (who often uses aereiv by itself) is 
“fidem fallere, break a pledge.” This meaning has rightly 
been maintained here by most. So Chrysostom: srapéByncav 
Tas cuvOjxas; Augustine on Ps. lxxv.: primam fidem irritam 
fecerunt; voverunt et non reddiderunt. We cannot infer 
from this expression that any formal oath not to marry again. 
was demanded when they were received into the number of 
church-widows; but it certainly does follow that the recep- 
tion pledged the widows to devote their lives only to the 
service of the Lord. To this pledge they were unfaithful so 
soon as they began the behaviour described in ver. 11. It is 
out of place here to appeal to such passages in the Fathers 
as testify that in later times the deaconesses had to vow that 


1 Jt is to be noted that Paul does not speak of the ééazy yameiv on the part of 
the widows as necessarily a xaraorpnngy cod Xporod. He is not uttering any 
general principle ; he is dealing only with the actual circumstances which were 
occurring among the widows under discussion, 
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they would not marry. IIpeérny does not stand for wporepay, 
but is used by the apostle because the vow (tacit or expressed) 
to serve the Lord was taken at the beginning of their new 
position in life. Calvin wrongly takes the mparn miotis 
as the fides in baptismo data, referring the unfaithfulness to 
the desire to marry, which is defined more precisely by étav 
KaTaotpnviacwat T. Xp. 

Ver. 13. “Apa dé xal apyat pavOavover Trepiepyopevat TAs 
oixias| By far the greater number of expositors connect 
pavOdvovot immediately with seprepyopevar, “they learn to 
run about in houses” (Luther; so, too, de Wette, Wiesinger, 
van Oosterzee). But wav@dvew with the partic. does not mean 
learn; it is “observe, perceive, remark ;” pav@avewv, in the 
sense of learn (“accustom oneself”), has always the infinitive 
(comp. ver. 4). Leo therefore takes it here as “be wont to;” 
but this sense only occurs in the preterite. Winer (pp. 325 f. 
[E. T. p. 436]) thinks it probable that apyat pavOdvover are 
to be taken together, “they learn idleness” (or “they learn 
to be lazy ;” so in the second edition of this commentary ; so, 
too, Hofmann). It is in favour of this construction that the 
chief emphasis is laid on dpyai; but no passage can be found 
confirming it.’ Besides, the position of dpyat shows that it 
belongs to the subject. Bengel had taken refuge in supplying 
something explaining it: discunt quae domos obeundo dis- 
cuntur, 1. e. statum familiarum curiose explorant. Buttmann 
(pp. 260 f.) agrees with this explanation, only that he regards 
the supplied words: statum, etc., as too arbitrary and sweep- 
ing; he observes: “what they learn zepepydpevas T. otk. is 
sufficiently indicated, not indeed grammatically, but in sense, 
by dpyat, Prvapot, meprépyot, NaNodaat TA pr Séovta.” But if, 
as Buttmann thinks, we are to assume here an anacolouthon, 
it would be more natural to find the hint of what is to be 
supplied in the wepsepyduevas 7. oix., so that the meaning 
would be: they learn epuepyopevar this very mepiépyecOar. 

+ Winer, indeed, quotes two passages, one from Plato, Huthyd. 276b: ai 
apabsis dpa cop wariévevos, and the other from Dio Chr. 55. 558: 6 Swxpdrns brs 
ply mais wv tuavbure Aibokoos chy rod rurpis cixyny, dxnxoomeey. Buttmann remarks 
on the first, that the addition coi (which is quite meaningless) is rejected on 


Ms. authority, and on the other that it is of quite a different nature. In both 
cases he is clearly right. 
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— On the construction mepuepyopevas tas oixias, comp. Matt. 
iv. 23: qwepufyev Oryv thy Tadiralav.— od povov dé apyai, 
adda Kal prvapor x.7.d.] pdvapor, “talkative” (Luther), only 
occurs here; the verb ddAvapém in 3 John 10. Theophy- 
lact: mepiodevovcar tas oikias, ovdév GAN 7 Ta TadTns eis 
exelynv dépovoer, Kal Ta éxeivns ets tavtnv. Calvin: ex otio 
nascebatur curiositas, quae ipsa garrulitatis est mater. — xal 
meptepyor, “ inquisitive,’ Luther (likewise dm. Aey.; but in 
2 Thess. i. 11: pndev epyafopévous, ddrAa Teprepyatopevous), 
forms a peculiar contrast to the preceding apyai; Chrysostom: 
0 yap Ta éavTod pn pepluvav Ta Erépov pepiymvyjoer TdvTaS. — 
Aarovoat Ta pi) Séovra] added to define further what pre- 
cedes. — In these two verses Paul sets forth the danger of 
receiving young widows into the class of church-widows. It 
is not improbable that there were definite instances, and these 
caused the apostle to speak in this general way. 

Ver. 14. Positive instructions regarding young widows. — 
BovrAowat ovtv] BovrAouas does not express a wish merely 
(de Wette: “I hold it to be advisable, desirable”), but a 
definite command ; comp. ii. 8. — ody shows that this thought 
is a deduction from the one previous; Leo: quae quum ita 
sint. — vewtépas, sc. yyipas, not the virgins, as Baur thinks. 
— yapety] used also in 1 Cor. vii. 39 of the re-marriage of 
widows. — Texvoyovely (am. ey., the substantive in ii, 15) 
does not include, according to the notion peculiar to himself, 
the rearing of children (van Oosterzee). The apostle mentions 
single points; every one can supply the appropriate details for 
himself. Leo rightly says that the idea of rearing children is 
included rather in the next word. — ofkodeo7roteiv (dm. dey. ; 
the substantive often occurs in the N. T.) denotes properly 
the work of the husband, and is equivalent to tod otKov 
mpototac@ar, iii. 4, 12; here it is used of the wife, who 
necessarily has her share in ruling the household. — pndepiav 
apoppnv didvar TH avtixerpévw Aowdopias xdpw] The last 
words: Nodopias xapw, are not to be taken with BovAowas 
(Mack: “I will... for the sake of the reproach which 
would otherwise be cast upon the church;” the meaning is 
obviously the reverse of this, so soon as these words are 
placed in thought after yapety, since yapw never loses the 
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sense of “for the sake of”), nor with 7@ dvtuxeiévm (Leo: 
“inimico ad calumniandum parato”). They are to be con- 
nected with ddopynv diddvac, but not in such a way as to 
form a supplement to that phrase (de Wette, with the remark 
that this is indeed a strange construction; also Wiesinger) ; 
the supplement should have been in the genitive, see 2 Cor. 
v.12. In short, roSop. yap. only defines apopyiy Siddvac 
more precisely. A definite object is not to be supplied (Leo: 
occasionem sc. ipsas seducendi praebere; so, too, van Oosterzee, 
and in this commentary), but the interpretation is: “they are 
to afford the enemy no opportunity for slandering,” 4.e. they are 
to abstain from everything which the enemy may use for 
slandering the church (not merely the widows); so, too, 
Hofmann on the whole. By the dvtixeiuevos is meant either 
the devil (so most of the older commentators,’ also Leo and 
Matthies ; van Oosterzee uncertain) or the human enemy, the 
Jew and Gentile (so de Wette, Wiesinger, Plitt, Hofmann). 
Hofmann is wrong, however, in asserting that tov catava in 
ver. 15 is decisive against the first explanation, for adrod 
would have been used.— De Wette joins the last part of the 
clause to what precedes, in such a way as to supply: “and 
in this way.” But there is no hint of this limitation. If we 
add it simply to what precedes, it is more natural to refer it 
to the whole conduct of the widows. 

Ver. 15. Reason for the injunction given: 75) ydp tives 
éfetpamnoay omlow Tov catava.— Tivés, viz. “widows;” 
éLerpdmnoay «.T.d.; comp. i. 6; dmicw, comp. Acts v. 37, 
xx. 30: they have turned away, viz. from the Christian path 
of life, and have followed Satan. This does not necessarily 
mean a formal apostasy from Christianity, or a connection 
with the heretics ; it may also mean yielding oneself up to an 
un-Christian, carnal life (Wiesinger). This arose from their 
not living in accordance with the rule laid down by the 
apostle. — On 76, Bengel rightly remarks: particula provo- 
candi ad experientiam. De Wette is quite unjustified in 
asserting that Paul could not yet have had such an experience. 

1 Comp. Constit. Apost. iii. 2: yvewrepmis (aonpass)  psr& gy cov aporov 


\ , ne , ~ , 2 
redevray cuyxexupnobes nul b Sedrspos, ive mh tis xpluam rod dimPorov ixéowot, nus 
Tayidus rorrus, wud txibvuuias vorrous. 
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Ver. 16. According to Heydenreich, Leo, de Wette, Wiesinger, 
van Oosterzee, and other expositors, this verse is in substance a 
repetition of what was already said in vv. 4 and 8; but if a 
right view of those verses be taken, there is not so much 
repetition. — Hofmann wishes to separate ver. 16 from what 
precedes it, as he separates ver. 8 from the preceding words: 
“Tf in ver. 16 the apostle comes to speak of the case in which 
the support of a widow is not to fall a burden on the church, 
this has no reference to the honouring of widows.” There is 
as little ground for the one separation as for the other; for it 
is not to be supposed that xcatanréyecOar in ver. 9 does not 
refer to the church’s support.— el tus micros 3) meaty exer 
xnpas] so runs the Rec. (Tisch. 7). But the weightiest 
mss. have the reading: ev tis muctH exes ynpas (Tisch. 8), 
which is decidedly to be preferred. The other is only a 
pointless correction, arising from the idea that the husband 
should be named along with the wife, and without con- 
sidering that 7 is by no means suitable to the mention of 
both together, and that rls weot} must in any case be a 
Christian spouse. The reason why the wife and not the hus- 
band is named is, that on her was laid the duty of caring for 
the widows belonging to the house. The éyew expresses the 
close connection of the widows with the particular family, a 
connection which may most naturally be supposed to be one 
of kin.) Erasmus translates it: si qua mater habet filiam 
viduam ; and de Wette, too, supposes that by widow here we 
are to understand the daughter, niece, etc., not the mother, 
aunt, etc. This limitation, however, is not contained in the 
expression itself. Had Paul thought of the relationship in 
this definite way, he would have expressed himself accordingly. 
— Kal py BapeicOw % éxxdnoia] let not a charge or burden 
be laid on the church by undertaking the support of such 
widows. (The verb belongs to later Greek for the common 
Bapivew; only the form BeBdpnuas is Attic; comp. Butt- 


1 Hofmann thinks that ‘‘here the case is supposed of a Christian woman 
having widows in her house who, for a long or short period, are serviceable, 
helpful to her.” But, as a matter of course, such widows receive hire from those 
in whose service they work, and their support can therefore not be laid as a 
burden on the church. 
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mann, Ausf. Gr. II. p. 88.) —The next words give the 
reason: wa tais dvtws yypats «.7.4.—On the train of 
thought in this section dealing with widows, Matthies rightly 
says: “Complaints are made from the most various quarters 
regarding difficulties and inequalities, regarding want of order 
and clearness, regarding repetition and confusion in this 
section ; but all this is, for the most part, founded on pre- 
suppositions which have no basis in fact.” is cannot but 
see that the train of thought is simple and natural, so soon as 
we observe that the chief point in the apostle’s mind in this 
section is the injunction regarding the xatadéyeoOas of the 
widows, and that in ver. 4 he is not speaking as in ver. 16 of 
widows to be cared for, but of those who have to care for the 
children or grandchildren belonging to them. 

Ver. 17. In this and the following verses Paul instructs 
Timothy as to his behaviour towards the presbyters.* — of 
KANWS TpoecTates pec BvtTepor SuTdHs Tyums abcovclacw | 
On Kados mpoectates, comp. ii. 4. The contrast to the 
elders “who superintend well,” is formed by of duapravortes, 
ver. 20, not merely, as van Oosterzee thinks, “those who 
distinguish themselves less in their office;” xad@s does not 
denote a special distinction, but conduct worthy of the office. 
—Chrysostom explained tiuy by Ocpareta kal TOv avayKaiov 
xopnyla ; de Wette translates it directly by “reward.” True, 
tiyum does occur in classic use in the sense of “ present, 
reward” ; but the context by no means demands that meaning 
here (in opposition to de Wette). We must keep here to the 
general meaning of te), “honour,’—as in vi. 1 (comp. also 
Tywayv, ver. 3),—although we may grant that the apostle was 
thinking particularly of the honour which the church was 
bound to show to their elders by presenting them with the 
means necessary for their support. It is quite erroneous to 
interpret tv of a maintenance definitely fixed. The 
adjective dirAjs is taken by most expositors in the wider 


1Strange to say, Hofmann asserts that in ver. 17 sxpseBvrepo: are not the 
presbyters, but ‘‘the men of advanced years, from whom the superintendents 
were chosen, and out of these the apostle exalts those who occupy this office 
worthily.” Only in ver. 19 does he think that sxpe@repos is used in the official 
sense, 


CHAP. Y. 18. 209 


sense ; but though in the use of Sirddos it is not necessary 
to urge an accurate measure, still it is never equivalent to 
mrelov. It is certainly wrong to refer (see de Wette on the 
passage) the dvds here to the heavenly and earthly honour 
(Ambrosius), or to the distinction between respect and 
reward (Matthies), or to the double portion of the first-born 
(Grotius), or to the double portion which, according to the 
Const. Apost. 1. 28, the presbyter received in the oblations 
(Heydenreich and Baur); all these references are arbitrary. 
The double honour here is that which comes to the presbyter 
on account of his office (not, as Hofmann thinks, on account 
of his age’), and that which he obtains by filling his office 
well. — padiota ot xomiavtes ev AoyE Kal SidacKaria] On 
KoT@vTes, comp. lv. 10. Wiesinger says rightly: “we need 
not seek any special emphasis in xomi@vtes: those who toil 
and moil in opposition to those who do not; xomsdw is used, 
as elsewhere, of the teacher’s arduous vocation.” — The 
preposition év denotes that'Adyos x. 6. is the sphere in which 
the work takes place (van Oosterzee).— doyo Kal didacKxaria 
is not to be taken as an hendiadys. Adyos is more general, 
dvdacKania more special. Special stress is laid here on the 
latter, because activity in teaching was of special importance 
as a bulwark against heresies. This addition does not prove 
that at the time when this epistle was composed there was a 
clear distinction between ruling and teaching presbyters (in 
opposition to de Wette and Baur). The apostle might quite 
well have used the same expressions, although the individual 
superintendents laboured according to their gifts and free 
determination, not according to fixed rules. 

Ver. 18 furnishes the reason for the instruction given in 
ver. 16, a reason which attaches itself to the idea of xomvayTes. 
— Réyet yap 7) ypady Body arodvta od pywecers| This expres- 
sion is found in Deut. xxv. 4. qydw, though often used 
figuratively in the N. T., stands here in its literal meaning. 
The whole passage, however, is taken figuratively, just as at 
1 Cor. ix. 9, where Paul handles it at greater length. Even 
Philo says (De Sacrif.): 0d yap trép tav ddoyov 6 vopos, 
GXN wrép TOV vody Kal Aoyor éxovtwv. — To these words of 

1 It might even be a younger man who filled the office of a presbyter. 
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Scripture the apostle further adds: nai d&os 0 épyarns Tod 
pao avtod] These words are not quoted from the O. T., for 
the passages to which attention has been directed at Lev. xix. 
13 and Deut. xxiv. 14 run differently ; but they are found in 
the N. T. at Luke x. 7 (similarly Matt. x. 10). Hence Baur 
and Plitt maintain that they are quoted from Luke. — The 
reyes 2 ypadr does not, however, compel us so to refer the 
words; the apostle simply adds to the words of Scripture 
a proverb (Christ, too, in the passage quoted seems to use the 
phrase as proverbial). So Calvin, also Wiesinger, van Oosterzee, 
Hofmann.— The two sentences, according to the apostle’s 
meaning, express the same thought; hence it is not improb- 
able that the second was added as an interpretation of the 
first. 

Ver. 19. The apostle now defines the proper conduct on 
Timothy’s part towards the presbyters who do not superin- 
tend the church xados, but expose themselves to blame, 
thereby doing hurt to their official influence.— Kata rpec- 
Butépov Katnyopiay pn Tmapadéyov] Chrysostom wrongly 
remarks on mpeoButépov: ovyt TO alma, GNAG Thy HdrLKiaY. 
Timothy is not to receive an accusation (catnyopia, Luke vi. 7 ; 
John xviii. 29) in order to decide regarding it, éxrds ef py eat 
S00 7) TpLov paptvpav. On the pleonasm, éxrds ed pr, see 
Lobeck, ad Phryn. p. 459; comp. 1 Cor. xiv. 5, xv. 2. Paul 
is here referring manifestly to the Mosaic law, Deut. xix. 15 
(LXX.: émt otdparos 800 paptipwr Kab émi otopatos TpLov 
paptupov orjcetat Tay pha); comp. Deut. xvii. 6 (él duct 
pedptucw 7) emt tpiol paptvar). It is a question whether he 
does so in the sense—corresponding with the law—of ordain- 
ing that Timothy is only to receive an accusation against a 
presbyter when supported by the testimony of two or three 
witnesses (so de Wette,’ Wiesinger, van Oosterzee, and in 
general most expositors); or whether here, as in Matt. 
xviil. 16, there is only a somewhat general reference to the 
law, and it is merely said that Timothy is to receive the 
accusation only when brought before him in presence of two 

1 De Wette’s question, whether Timothy was not to observe this precept of 


justice in the case of accusations against others, is not to the point. Timothy 
was not appointed judge over all matters of private dispute. 
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or three witnesses* (so Hofmann; comp., too, Winer, p. 351 
[E. T. p. 469]; Buttmann, p. 289; ét waptipwr occurs also in 
the classics in the sense of “before witnesses”). As he is not 
speaking here of a decision, but only of the reception of an 
accusation (in order that a decision may be made), and as the 
construction also is irregular, the second view may be adopted 
as the more probable one (different in the third edition of this 
commentary). Reference to the law is made in the N. T. 
also at Matt. xviii. 16; 2 Cor. xiii. 1, and Heb. x. 28; comp., 
too, John viii. 17. 

Ver. 20 contains a further instruction regarding his conduct 
toward the presbyters. — tovds duaptavovras] does not refer to 
the members of the church in general (de Wette, Wiesinger), 
but to the presbyters (van Oosterzee, Plitt, Hofmann),—those 
presbyters who, in their official work or general walk, do not 
conduct themselves in a manner worthy of their office. In 
such cases it does not matter whether a charge against them 
is brought before Timothy or not.?— évémiov wavtav édeyye] 
The most natural reference of wdvtes also is to the presbyters. 
It would clearly be too much to expect that Timothy should 
punish a// sinners before the whole church (comp. Matt. 
xviii. 15-17); that would be unsuitable, even in the case of 
presbyters who had sinned. On édéyyew, “censure,” comp.- 
Luke iii. 19; Tit. i 13, i, 15.—-ta xat of rowrol PoBov 
éywor] “ot ovrrot may be only the rest of the same class to 
which the duaprdvovtes belong,” Hofmann. 

Ver. 21. The apostle concludes the section, on the proper 
conduct towards the presbyters, with a solemn adjuration to 
observe the precepts given. — dvapaptipopat évedrov Tod Ocod 
Kat Xpiotod “Inood Kab trav éxrextov ayyéXwv] In the N. T. 
the verb dsapaptipecOar means “ testify” (so Acts viii, 25, 
x. 42, xviii. 5, etc.) and “ adjwre,’ and in the latter sense often 
serves to strengthen an exhortation (Luke xvi. 28; Acts i. 40; 
1 Thess. iv. 6; 2 Tim. ii. 14, etc.) ; so, too, here. The addi- 


1 The suitability of such a precept is manifest when we consider the position 
which Timothy had to take up towards the presbyters ; comp. on this Hofmann. 

2 Neither the present (éveprévovras) nor the lack of 3 disproves this view. 
The aorist (4uapriczyras) would have pointed to some earlier incident, and 
3¢ would be necessary only if the apostle had had clearly in mind the contrast 
to the zaaus apoorasss xpechorzpos mentioned in ver. 17. 
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tion kal Tov éxdexTav ayyéXwv is explained from the idea 
that the throne of God is surrounded by angels as His servants. 
The reference to the last judgment is wrong, as in Bengel 
(with whom Wiesinger and van Oosterzee agree): repraesentat 
Timotheo judicinm extremum, in quo Deus revelabitur et 
Christus cum angelis coram conspicietur. Paul is appealing, 
not to something future, but to something present.— The 
éxrexTov cannot be taken as a genitive dependent on trav 
ayyékov (= “before the angels of the elect, ze. believers,” so 
Hofmann); éxAexT@v, as its position between the article and 
the substantive shows, is an adjective belonging to ayyéAwv." 
It does not distinguish higher angels from lower,’ nor the good 
from the bad, nor the guardian angels of Timothy and the 
Ephesian church (Mosheim) from all others, nor the angels in 
general from earthly beings; it is to be taken simply as an 
epitheton ornans. The angels as such are éxAexTol Ocod, whom 
God has chosen as the objects of His love; comp. 1 Pet. 11. 4, 
where éxAexTds is synonymous with évtiuos. Wiesinger rightly 
remarks that €xAexroé is to be taken as a general epithet of all 
angels, like dywou ayy., dyy. pwrds, and the like. It is added 
in order to give greater solemnity to the form of adjuration. 
Comp. with it the form in Josephus, where (Bell. Jud. ii. 16. 
14) in Agrippa’s address to the Jews we have: paprvpopac 
bv éy@ pev buoy TA ayia Kal Tovs lépous ayyédous TOU Ocod. 
——tva tadta guvrd£Ens] tadTa does not refer to “everything 
that has been said to Timothy regarding his conduct towards 
each class” (Hofmann), but to what was said in vv. 17-20 
regarding the presbyters. The solemn adjuration is due to the 
importance which the office of presbyter had for the church. 


1 Cases ocenr in which the genitive of a substantive is governed by a substan- 
tive likewise in the genitive (¢.g. 2 Cor. iv. 4); cases, too, in which the dependent 
genitive precedes the substantive governing it (e.g. Rom. xi. 13); but none in 
which the genitive of a substantive—in form adjectival—governed by a substan- 
tive in the genitive, stands between it and the article belonging to it. 

? Baur explains the expression from the gnostic idea of angels who stand in 
special connection with the Redeemer. Irenaeus, i. 4. 5: of hasmnbres cbrad (rod 
Dwripos) dyyeros 3 Vil. 1: of wep) roy Swripe dyysra; iv. 5: of dyysao of wer adrod 
oi dopvdépor. — But apart from other reasons, the expression here used is much too 
indefinite to be referred to that idea. Van Oosterzee takes txacxroi to denote 
the highest orders of angels, but does not prove that the word is used in such a 
way, 
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De Wette, Wiesinger, van Oosterzee refer it only to ver. 20; 
but this is contradicted by the close connection of the verse 
with what precedes. — Xwpis rpoxpiwatos, pnd€év x.7.r.] Tpo- 
Kpiya, “ prejudice,’ in a favourable as well as an unfavourable 
sense. Several expositors take it here in an unfavourable 
sense, so that the next words: pndév Towy Kata TpdcKkducw, 
form a contrast to ywpls mpoxpiwatos (so in this commentary). 
But as there is nothing to indicate a contrast, it is better to 
take the second member as defining the first more precisely : 
“without preudice, doiny nothing by favour.’ — Hofmann 
translates mpoxpywa by “preference” (so Leo); but Wiesinger 
has already remarked that this meaning cannot be proved. If 
mpokrAnow were to be taken as the original reading, it would 
have to be explained as Theophylact explains it: mpocka- 
Neirai ce TO Ev pépos eis TO BonOeiv ad’Ta@ py Tolvuy Tomons 
KaTa THY €xeivou TpocKAnow, Which nevertheless is still an 
artificial interpretation." 

Ver. 22. The exhortation in this verse: yelpas tayéws 
pnoevi. éemuTiPer, is not defined further. In the N. T. the 
laying on of hands is mentioned on various occasions; thus 
specially in healing the sick (whether by Christ or His 
disciples), in bestowing the divine blessing (Matt. xix. 13,15), 
in imparting the Holy Spirit (Acts viii. 17), in appointing to 
a definite ecclesiastical office (Acts vi. 6), in setting apart for 
special church work (Acts xiii. 3). It has been thought that 
Paul has here in mind the laying on of hands which was 
done at the readmission of excommunicated persons (de 
Wette, Wiesinger); but there is no trace in the N. T. of the 
existence of this custom in apostolic times. It is more 
natural to refer it to the ordination, whether of a presbyter 
or deacon (besides the older expositors, Mosheim, Otto, van 
Oosterzee,” Plitt, and others); but in that case ver. 22 should 
have come before ver. 21. Hofmann thinks that it is used 

1 Reiche is wrong in saying: Huther et Matthies, quin lectionem hane (pse- 
zanow) absurdam Lachmanni auctoritate sequantur, parum abesse videntur. The 
reading xpécxaicv is distinctly enough preferred by Matthies, as well as in this 
commentary, in spite of the weight allowed to the important authorities that 
testify for the other reading. 


2 Van Oosterzee wrongly thinks that vv. 24, 25, are in favour of this explana- 
tion ; there is in them no hint of any reference to ordination. 
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of the appointment to a church office; but of this there is no 
hint in the context. It will be most correct to take the 
exhortation quite generally, so that the meaning is, Timothy 
is to lay hands tayéws, ic. “in over-hasty fashion,” on no 
one—whatever the occasion may be. The reason why not, is 
given in the next words: pnS€ Kowaver dpaptiats addorpiacs. 
The @ddotpiat dyaptiar are not, as Hofmann thinks, the sins 
of those who are hasty in the laying on of hands, but the 
sins of those on whom hands are too hastily laid. He who 
thoughtlessly lays hands on the unworthy, thereby declaring 
them worthy of the divine blessing, makes himself a sharer 
in their sins. Against this Timothy is to guard; he is rather 
to observe what Paul expresses by saying: ceavtTov dyvov 
toc. This exhortation is in itself quite general, but it 
stands here in close relation to the foregoing warning. 
Timothy is to keep himself pure (ayvés as in iv. 12, not in 
the special meaning “ chaste”), particularly in not making 
himself a partaker of others’ sins by laying hands on them 
too hastily. This reference, declared by van Oosterzee to he 
the only one possible, is wrongly denied by de Wette and 
Wiesinger. Heinrichs and others err in regarding the apostle’s 
exhortation as “a prohibition against intercourse with wicked 
men.” 

Ver. 23. Mnyxéte bdSpométer x.7.r.] Of course the apostle 
does not mean to forbid Timothy to drink water at all, but 
only urges him not to avoid wine altogether. wdpomorteiy does 
not exactly mean “drink water,” but: “be a water-drinker,’ 
and is only used of a man who makes water his special and 
exclusive drink; see Winer, p. 464 [E. T. p. 624]. The 
reason of Timothy’s abstinence from wine is not that he, after 
the fashion of the Essenes, regarded its enjoyment as some- 
thing not permitted to him, nor that he subjected himself to 
an asceticism wrong in nature (Wiesinger); but that, in his 
zeal for moderation (which is a part of the dyveia), and in 
order to set an example against excess, he avoided wine, 
whereby, however, he might appear to favour a false asceticism 
(so, too, van Oosterzee). If this be kept in view, we cannot 
overlook the connection of the verse with what precedes. 
De Wette rightly remarks (following Estius, Grotius, and 
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others) that this exhortation contains a limitation of the 
previous exhortation, and at the same time a contrast to 
exaggerated asceticism. As a reason for Timothy’s enjoying 
some wine, Paul adduces his sickliness. It does not, however, 
follow, as Matthies thinks, that the apostle made this exhorta- 
tion only out of concern for Timothy’s health. Had that 
been the case, we cannot but hold, with Schleiermacher, that 
the apostle here descends to particulars which strangely inter- 
rupt the train of thought, since ver. 24 is clearly attached 
again to ver. 22. 

Ver. 24. This and the following verse, in close relation to 
one another, as @catvtws shows, express a truth quite general, 
which the context defines more precisely. — Twov avO@pemev 
ai cwaptias mpodnrot eior] mpodyndos does not mean “ formerly 
manifest ” (Calvin, Beza, Leo, Mack, Matthies, and others), but 
“manifest before all eyes” (Chrysostom, Theodoret, de Wette, 
Wiesinger, Hofmann, and others). Comp. Heb. vii. 14 (see 
Delitzsch, comment. on the passage); Judith vii. 29; 2 Mace. 
iii. 17, xiv. 39; so also in the classics (comp. the Latin 
propalam).—podayouca: eis xpiowy is here, as often, intransitive 
(opp. dxonovdety, comp. Matt. xxi. 9), equivalent to “ precede.” 
According to the sense, we must supply as the dative of more 
precise definition: “those who have committed the sins.” — 
eis Kpiow, equivalent to “to judgment.” The meaning there- 
fore is: some men are in such a condition that their sins are 
not only made manifest by the xpicus, but they are already 
notorious beforehand; they precede to judgment those who 
have practised them, and thus show in anticipation the result 
of the judgment.— The next clause forms the contrast to 
this thought: tuct d€ Kal émaxodovbodow] éraxonNovbeiv 
corresponds to the mpodyev, and adyro. naturally suggests 
itself in contrast with mpodyAov. The meaning is: Some men 
are in such a condition that—in regard to the «pious—their 
sins follow them, 7.¢. that their sins are only made manifest 
by their coming to judgment; the judgment alone makes their 
sins manifest.— Mack imports arbitrary references by his 
interpretation: “they follow hard on their heels, so that they 
cannot remain unknown, except to those hasty and careless in 
observing.” — De Wette is right in his explanation: “with 
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some they are only known afterwards;” but he is wrong in 
his additional remark: “ when they have gone on a longer or 
shorter distance ;” on this point there is clearly nothing said 
here.—As the verse has the appearance of an aphorism, «pious 
is to be taken quite generally; but since the apostle utters 
this general sentence in reference to ver. 22, it is to warn 
Timothy that he is to lay hands on no man rashly, etc., 
without a xpices, i.e. without subjecting him to a judgment 
whereby sins, usually hidden, may become manifest.—As 
there is no good ground for interpreting ver. 22 of ordination, 
it is wrong to take «pious here as identical with doxwaery, 
ii.10. For de Wette’s explanation also: “the ecclesiastical 
decision of the moral censor,’ there is no sufficient ground. 
There is as little ground for the opinion of some expositors 
(Wiesinger, van Oosterzee, Hofmann) who interpret the xpiots 
of the judgment of God, and find the thought expressed 
that in the dwine judgment all sins alike, whether manifest 
before or hidden, shall come to light. Wiesinger further 
assumes that thereby the exhortation to Timothy to beware of 
others’ sins as of his own, is strengthened. But, on the one 
hand, it is arbitrary to supply Qeod with pious ;* on the other 
hand, the apostle is not discussing various sins, but the sins of 
various men. Further, it is wrong to obscure the meaning of 
éraxonovdovaw, and to put in its place the thought, “they are 
hidden.” Besides, we cannot see how the thought thus taken 
‘could serve Timothy as a standard for his conduct, for those 
sins which are only made manifest by the last judgment 
must remain hidden to Timothy, in which case he could not 
be reproved for laying hands on those who had committed 
such sins.” To the opinion that Paul wished to strengthen 
his exhortation to Timothy by alluding to the last judgment 
there is this objection, that the only reason for drawing a 
distinction between manifest and hidden sins, would have 
been a suspicion on Paul’s part that Timothy was guilty of 

1 Tt is certainly correct to say that xpicis, even without @zov, sometimes in the 
N.T. denotes the judgment of God; but this only takes place when the context 
gives clear indication of it, as in Jas. ii. 18, which is not the case here. 

? This objection does not affect Hofmann’s interpretation, for he—unjustifiably 


—separates vv. 24, 25 from what precedes, and wishes to regard them as intro- 
ductory to what follows. 
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secret sins. But how could he have such a suspicion, and 
how can this interpretation agree with twdv avOperwyv and 
tiot 6€?—The xpiows here mentioned is therefore not the 
divine judgment, but a trial which Timothy must hold, lest 
the thing of which he is warned in ver. 22 should happen 
(so, too, Plitt). 

Ver. 25 supplements ver. 24, the distinction between 
manifest and hidden being applied to good works. — wcattws 
kal Ta Epya Ta Kade mpodnra] It may be supposed from 
what precedes that twav avOpemav is to be supplied here, 
But it is improbable that Paul was thinking definitely of this, 
otherwise the clause following would have received another 
form. Hofmann maintains that the Rec. rpddnrkad éotw is 
the original reading, taking the words @cattws . . . Kadd as 
a complete clause, and explaining wpdédndd éotw by: “ there 
are manifest (ones).” This purely arbitrary view needs no 
refutation. The assertion that the apostle could not say that 
the good works were manifest, is contradicted by the addition 
of the necessary restriction in the next words.— «al ta 
didrws éyovta is not to be referred to Kadd, but to rpodnra: 
the good works with which it is different, 7c. which are not 
mpoonra. — KpuBhvat ov Svvavtar] “can, however, not remain 
continually hidden ;” they will likewise become manifest on 
a careful xptows. Ver. 24 was a warning against showing 
favour too hastily; this verse is a warning against con- 
demning too hastily. 
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CILA RPTER Wit 


Ver. 1. The reading dotacv (F G) is to be regarded as a cor- 
rection ; so, too, with the reading dovrsias (73, Sahid.). — Ver. 2. 
Ins the words 671 &deAgo/ cio are omitted, probably through an 
oversight. Instead of the curious «depyeoiag here, F G, gr. 46, 
and some other cursives have the reading <iccBsiag; 45 has 
ipyuoiac. — Wer. 3. Instead of spootpyeras (Rec. with the sup- 
port of nearly all mss.; Lachm. Buttm. Tisch. 7), 8 has the 
reading sposéyeras (in Latin: acquiescit), which Tisch. 8 
adopted. This form occurs nowhere else in the N. T. — Ver. 4. 
Tisch. 7 read épsis, after D F G L, etc.; Tisch. 8, on the con- 
trary, ps (Rec. with the support of A K 8, etc.; so, too, Lachm. 
Buttm.). It can hardly be decided which is the original 
reading ; the meaning is substantially the same in either case ; 
possibly the singular was changed into the plural on account of 
the other plurals.—Ver. 5. Instead of the Rec. raupadiarpiSai, 
Griesb. rightly adopted d:iaraparp8ai,on the weightiest authority: 
A DF Gx, al., 10, 17, 23, etc., Clem. Basil. Chrys. etc. In 
one MS. dsarapudiarp/Ba/ 1S found; others have darpiBai; others, 
coparpipai; and one 6” & rapurpiBui, Which Reiche approves. 
The words agicraco awd raiv rowtroy are, according to A D* F Gs 
17, 67** 93, al., Copt. Sahid. Aeth. Vulg. It, probably to be 
considered an addition not genuine, although they are found in 
K L, nearly all cursives, and the Fathers, Ambros. Pel. Chrys. 
etc.,; Griesb. marked them as very much to be suspected; 
Lachm. Buttm. Tisch. omitted them; Reiche, on the other 
hand, defended them as genuine.— Ver. 7. d%A07] is wanting 
in several of the weightiest authorities, in particular A F G 
8 17, Copt. Sahid. Aeth. ete., on which account it was also 
struck out by Lachm. Buttm. Tisch. 8. But as it is almost 
indispensable for the sense, its omission may perhaps be only 
an oversight, unless é7, as Buttm. p. 308, thinks, be elliptical 
for djAov 671. — Ver. 8. Instead of diarpopdéc, D F G and several 
cursives have the common singular form darpogyv; and instead 
of dpuecbnoiucda, there is found in 30, 117, 219, ai., Vulg. Chrys. 
etc., the form dpxecdnouimeda ; see on this, Winer, p. 72 [E. T. p. 89]. 
— Ver. 9. After zayiéa, D* F G, several cursives, Fathers, and 
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versions have roo 8a3¢d0v, which, however, is to be regarded as 
an insertion from iii. 7.— Ver. 11. Lachm. Buttm. Tisch. 8, 
omitted the article rod before Osi; it is wanting in A & 
17.—In & the word ¢ioi8aa» is wanting. —=spgérnra] This 
reading stands only in later mss.; A F Gs 71, Ignat. Petr. 
Alex. Ephr. Hesych. have spairdésiay, which is therefore 
rightly adopted by Scholz, Lachm. Buttm. Tisch. — Ver. 12. 
sig qv] The Rec. is cig ty xa The za/ was rightly omitted by 
Griesb., on the authority of all uncials, many cursives, Syr. 
Arr. Copt. ete., Chrys. Theodor. ete.—Ver. 13. The ou after 
supuyyéhrw (ec. supported by the most important authorities, 
Lachm. Buttm. Tisch. 7) was omitted by Tisch. 8, on the 
authority of F G 17, etc.; so, too, with the article roi before 
Ozod, after 8, though it stands in nearly all authorities. Instead 
of Caorodvros (Rec. K L 8, al.), A D F G17, etc., Ath. Cyr. ete. 
have Zwoyovodvros, which deserves preference as the more unusual 
word. Lachm. Buttm. and Tisch. adopted it into the text; 
Reiche, on the other hand, defends the Rec., especially on the 
ground that Paul uses the word Cworo continually of the 
futura hominum mortuorum ad vitam restitutio, quacum rerum 
universarum instauratio conjuncta erit.— Ver. 17. & ra vy 
aiau| is changed in D E, Syr. Copt. Sahid. Vulg. etc. into rou 
vy aiavoc. For aidém, & has xaip%; and for ipnroppoven, inpnrd 
gpover), Which Tisch. 8 adopted. — 4v + ©<#] For the preposition 
gv (fee. D*** K L, Tisch. 7, Reiche), A D* F G's, several 
cursives, etc., have éx/ (Lachm. Buttm. Tisch. 8). This reading 
seems, however, to have arisen from a correction in order to 
make this clause symmetrical with the one previous. The 
article ra (Rec. A D*** E K L, etc.; Lachm. Buttm. Tisch. 7) 
is wanting in D¥ F GX, al. (Tisch. 8).— +e Cave1] omitted by 
Lachm. and Tisch., after A G 17, 23, 47, al., many versions, 
is to be regarded as not genuine. It may have been inserted 
from a recollection of iv. 10.— cara rAucfws| adopted by 
Griesb. Scholz, Tisch. for rAcvc/as révra, after D E 17, 44, 46, 
al., Syr. Arr. Copt. Vulg. etc., Basil. Chrys. Theodoret, etc. Lachm. 
and Buttm. read, on the authority of A 17, 37, 57, al., ra cdvre 
crovoiws, Which might deserve preference as the more difficult 
reading. — Ver. 19. The Rec. aiwviov is manifestly a correc- 
tion of the original rw; (in A D* E F Gw 17, 23, 31, 57, al, 
Syr. utr. Erp. Copt. etc, Constitut. Clem. Orig. Basil. etc.), 
which Griesb. rightly received into the text. — Ver. 20. 
xapadnzny| rightly adopted by Griesb. for rapuxaradqxny, on. the 
authority of A D E F Gx» 381, 37, 44, al., Sahid. Syr. Clem. 
Ignat. al.; comp. 2 Tim. i. 12,14. The reading zampaviag (for 
xzevog.), in F G 73, It. Vulg. (profanas vocum novitates) and the 
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Latin Fathers, is an oversight arising from the similarity of « 
and ¢ in sound.— Ver. 22. 4 xydpis mer oot] For ood, Lachm. 
Buttm. Tisch. 8, after A F G 17, al., adopted js0’ iwév, perhaps 
a correction from 2 Tim. iv. 22 and Tit. iii, 15. Tisch. 
7 had the Rec. oov, after D E K L, most cursives, several 
versions, etc. — The Ree. déujv at the end (after D** K L) is 
to be regarded as not genuine, on the authority of A D* F 
GX, ete. 


Vy. 1, 2. Precept regarding the conduct of Christian 
slaves. —6a0r elolvy vd Evyov SovAo1] SovAos is added to 
explain efoly td € Paul does not say simply dca eioly 
dodA0r, because he wishes to mark the oppressive circum- 
stances of the condition of a slave. uyds is not used else- 
where in the N. T. of the yoke of slavery (in Herodotus: 
SovAcov Evyov). The expression is not to be limited to those 
slaves who were oppressed more than usual by their masters, 
as Heydenreich thinks, quoting 1 Pet. i. 18. It is clear 
from the clause a x.7.r., a8 well as from the contrast in 
ver. 2, that Paul is thinking here of the slaves who had 
heathen masters.— todvs idlovs decmdtas] idiovs is so far 
emphatic, that it directs attention to the circumstance of the 
personal relation more than would be done by the usual 
pronoun. — dons Tihs (i.e. of all honour which is due to 
them as masters) a&lous sjyeicOwow (f. a€vodv, v. 17); comp. 
the exhortations in Tit. 11. 9; Eph. vi. 5-8; Col. iii. 22-25; 
1 Pet. ii. 18.—In confirmation, Paul adds wa px) 7d dvopa 
«.7.r.; comp. Tit. ii, 10. The meaning is correctly given by 
Chrysostom: 0 motos adv péev tidy tous Sovrovs Sia THY 
miatw av0ddws mpohepopévors, Braocdnunces ToANAKIS ws 
oTacw éurowby TO Sdyna Stay Oé idn mrevOopuévous, waddov 
TercOnoeTat, wadAov Tpocées ToIs Neyopévois. — TO dvoua TOD 
@cod] comp. Rom. ii. 24. — 1) didacKxaria] the gospel, as the 
doctrine prevailing among Christians. — Ver. 2. of 8 micrtods 
éyovtes Seomrdtas] The adversative 5é shows that the apostle 
is here speaking of other slaves than in ver. 1, viz., as he 
himself says, of those whose masters are morot, not keeping 
their slaves as dio Gvydv, but treating them kindly and gently 
because of their wiotis. This last point is, indeed, not 
formally expressed here, but it is presupposed in pa Kata- 
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Ppoveitwoay. — Tictovs is either to be joined with Seomdras 
as an adjective, or to be taken as a substantive, deomoras 
defining it more precisely: “ who have believers as masters.” 
The order of the words might give the preference to the latter 
view. — pu Katadpoveitwcay] xatadpoveiv denotes here con- 
duct towards masters in which the honour due to them is 
not given.-—6rTv dderdpot eiow] These words are not the 
ground of the previous exhortation; they are the ground on 
which the do0A0z might be led to think their masters of little 
worth ; not the slaves, but the masters, form the subject (de 
Wette, Wiesinger, van Oosterzee, and others). — adAa madrXov 
SovreveT@cayv] paArov, equivalent to “all the more.” — 6te 
TuaTol elot Kal ayamrntol, ot K.T.A.]| With ayarnro’ we must 
supply Ocod (Rom. i. 7; comp. Rom. xi. 28): “beloved of 
God ;” this is supported by the close connection with microé. 
— The subject is formed not by the slaves (Wetstein: in- 
telligo non de dominis, sed de servis, qui dant operam, ut 
dominis beneficiant et bene de iis mereantur), still less by 
both slaves and masters (Matthies), but by the masters only. 
The only possible construction is this, that of . . . avTiAap- 
Bavopevor forms the subject, ructol . . . dyamnto/ the predicate; 
for the article shows that the words of tijs x.7.r. do not give a 
more precise definition of what precedes. Most recent exposi- 
tors (de Wette, Wiesinger, van Oosterzee, Plitt, also hitherto 
in this commentary) understand by 7 evepyerta the kindness 
which the slaves show to their masters by faithful service, 
and explain dvtiAauBavecPar as equivalent to “ receive, 
accept ;” but this explanation cannot be justified by usage." 
In the N. T. the word occurs only in Luke i. 54 and Acts 
xx. 35, in the sense of “accept of some one.” This sense it 
has also in classic Greek, when it refers to persons; in 
reference to things, it means: “carry on something eagerly,” 
also: “make oneself master of a thing.” Hofmann accordingly 

1 De Wette wrongly seeks to justify this meaning by saying that dyraAuuba- 
yeoéas also means: ‘‘ perceive with the senses,” and that in Porphyrias, De Abstin. 
i. 46, it means: pare tobiov wrAsisvay Adovay avriAnpera:. Though the Vulg, 
translates it: ‘‘qui beneficii participes sunt,” and Luther: “and are partakers 
of the benefit,” the word is taken in a sense foreign to it. The same is true of 


Heydenreich’s explanation: “ cvyxowwve ris yépros” (Phil. i. 7), wherein he 
also arbitrarily takes cispyecia as equivalent to xapis. 
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is not incorrect in translating: “devote themselves to kind- 
ness, making it their business.” If we keep strictly to this 
meaning, as indeed we must, then the words of rt. evepy. 
dvTiNapBavopmevoe apply to the Christian masters in regard to 
their conduct towards their slaves, so that the meaning of the 
exhortation is: “Serve (your masters) all the more, that they, 
devoting themselves to kindness towards you, are belrevers and 
beloved (of God).” So rightly Theophylact: of Tis evepyeotas 
dvtinapPavopevot, Toutésts: of Seordotar of ppovTiGovtes Tov 
evepyeteiv Tovs SovAous; so, too, Chrysostom, Grotius, Weg- 
scheider, Leo, and others. De Wette, against this explanation, 
maintains that “it makes the predicate ‘ believing’ somewhat 
superfluous, because the masters, being kindly towards their 
slaves, are already showing their Christian faith in action.” 
He is wrong; for, on the one hand, evepyecia towards slaves 
might be true even of heathen ; and, on the other, Paul wishes 
to insist on the Christian belief of the masters as a motive 
for careful and faithful service. Hofmann is wrong in think- 
ing that cal . . . avtiAap. does not depend on ote, but forms 
an independent clause in this sense, that the slaves who serve 
their masters willingly in distributing their alms, are beloved 
(viz. by their fellow-Christians). This view is opposed not 
only by the «ai (for to what previous sentence is it to be 
attached ?), but also by this, that whereas the dvtiAapBavopevor 
are the slaves, tv Seordtwv is arbitrarily supplied with 
evepyeolas. — The apostle concludes the exhortations given in 
regard to the slaves with the words: tadrta SidacKxe xa 
mapakadet, Which Lachm. Buttm. and Tisch. wrongly refer to 
what follows; comp. iv. 11, v. 7; the right construction is 
given by de Wette, Wiesinger, van Oosterzee, and others. 

Vv. 3-5. Description of the heretics. — ei rus érepodidac- 
Kane] On érepodidackanreiy, comp. i. 3; ef Tus often occurs in 
the epistle for dcrus or the like; comp. iii. 5, v. 8; the 
thought is given in its most comprehensive form. — «at 2) 
mposépxetas «.T.r.] defines érepodidacKanreiv more exactly, 
characterizing it as opposed to the pure doctrine of the gospel, 
as a preaching therefore of heresy (not merely “of a doctrine 
which has not the quality of being pious” (!), Hofmann). — 
mpocépxecOas is used of mental agreement, and is equivalent 
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to “agree with” (de Wette, Wiesinger, van Oosterzee); comp. 
Philo, de Gigantt. p. 289: pmdevi mpocépyerOat youn tav 
elpnuéevov. On vyialvovor dAdyous, comp. i. 10. Hofmann 
arbitrarily explains the word by: “devote oneself to a thing; 
employ one’s pains on it.” If wpocéyetav is the correct 
reading, then it is to be explained: “and does not hold fast 
by sound words.” The genitive tod xupiov iu. I. Xp. gives 
the source from which the Adyou proceed. Kal tH nat eicé- 
Bevav Svdackarig] an epexegetic addition to what preceded. 
The expression is not, with Leo and Wiesinger, to be ex- 
plained by: doctrina ad pietatem ducens; «ard rather 
expresses the relation of correspondence, suitability (van 
Oosierzee). By edvoéBeva is meant Christian piety. — Ver. 4. 
teTUp@tat| comp. iii. 6.' With this word begins the apodosis, 
which Wegscheider, Mack, and others find expressed only in 
adlotaco amo T. tovovtTwy, which words we can hardly con- 
sider genuine. pndév érvotdpevos (comp. i. 7), the participle 
is not to be resolved into “although ;” all the more that tetv- 
gdwtat conveys a suggestion of dumbness. Their knowledge, 
on which they presume, is limited to fables, and does not 
penetrate into the truth.— ddrda voody mepl Entice Kat 
Aoyouaxias] voodv, in contrast with dbyaivover Adyous in 
ver. 3.— Ilepi Entjoas x.7.d. gives the sickness of which he 
is ill (comp. Plato, Phaedr. p. 288: 6 vocdv mepi Adyar axKorp ; 
Winer, p. 379 [E. T. p. 506]). Luther, not clear: “diseased 
im questions ;” Stier, correct: “ diseased with.” — On Srijoes, 
comp. i. 4; the addition of Aoyouayias denotes more exactly 
the nature of the fyrHjcews. Calvin: Aoyowayias nominat 
contentiosas disputationes de verbis magis, quam de rebus, vel 
(at vulgo loquuntur). sine materia aut subjecto. The word 
(occurring only in later Greek) is dz. Ney., the verb Noyopayeiv, 
2 Tim. ii. 14. — Hitherto he has described the “condition of 
soul among the érepodvdacKarodvtes” (Wiesinger); the conse- 
quences of their mr. and Aoyou., particularly the destructive 


1 Hofmann thinks that rerdgwras does not here, as in iii. 6, contain the idea 
of darkness, since ‘‘ Paul means to express regarding the schismatics an opinion, 
not in regard to their moral, but in regard to their spiritual condition.” This 
opinion is contradicted by the fact that in what follows voc x.7.2, manifestly 
denotes a moral fault, 
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tendencies, are given in what follows: €& ay yivera x.7.d.] 
hOovos, épis,, Bracdnutas, form a climax. Bracdnpiar and 
bmovotat wovnpai are wrongly understood by Chrysostom of 
conduct towards God. On the latter expression, equivalent 
to “wicked suspicion” (Luther), see Wisd. iii. 24; the word 
is da. Ney. in the N. T. Hofmann wishes to separate wovnpat 
from wrovotat, and to connect it with the next word, “ because 
vrrovoety in itself means suspecting evil.” But, on the one 
hand, dzrovoctv has often the simple meaning “ conjecture” 
(eg. Acts xiii. 25; also in classic Greek); and, on the other 
hand, “ the suspicion of something evil,’ and “the evil, wicked 
suspicion,” are by no means identical things. — Ver. 5. dsa- 
mapatpiBat] This word and mapadsatpiBai (according to 
the usual reading) are not equivalent, as Heydenreich thinks ; 
see Winer, p. 96 [E. T. p. 126]. The distinction between 
mapatpiby and dvatpy87% is to be maintained.  AvatpiBy 
means, in regard to time: “its consumption, pastime, occupa- 
tion ;” with the prefix wapa there is added the idea of idle, 
useless, so that mapadiatpi8y denotes the useless occupation 
of time. The word sraparpi87 (only in later Greek) means : 
“wrangling, dispute ;” da serves to intensify the meaning, 
hence Satrapatpi87 is equivalent to “continuous or violent 
wrangling” (de Wette). Luther translated it: “scholastic 
disputes.” As the idea of strife has been given already by 
épis, we might be inclined to consider the Ree. to be the 
original reading, were the evidence for it not too weak. The 
same may be said of the reading dvatpiBai, which Hofmann, 
without sufficient ground, maintains to be “ what was originally 
written.” At any rate, the idea “continual wrangling” is 
not so identical with that of “strife” (pss) as to prevent them 
from being used together.” Reiche paraphrases the reading 62’ 
& mapatpiBai as equivalent to per quae, nempe vitia morbosque 
animi vs 4, exoriuntur rixae et certamina, etc; but dv’ & is 
not equivalent to per quae, and the previous é& wy is against 

1 Clemens Al. Stromata, vil. p. 759: bad dokecopins tornputvos tpiCovees wehovat. 

* Oecumenius explains the expression é%d peraQopis civ Pupurtwv xpoBaray, and 
Chrysostom says likewise: xaééarsp ct Yupurta rav rpopdrwr rupurpipoueva yooov 
nal rie dyinivorra tumimnAnci, srw xa) odo: of xovmpol dvopcs.—The meaning ‘‘ pro- 
vocations” (Mack), and this other: ‘‘ wicked and hurtful meetings or clubs” 
(Heinrichs), can be assigned neither to repadiarpRai nor to dvaraparpiai. 
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this construction. — SvepOappevav avOpérrwv Tov vobv] Regard- 
ing this accus., see Winer, p. 205 [E. T. p. 287]; comp. 2 Tim. 
iii. 8 (Xenophon, De Exped. Cyri, iv. 259: SsebOappévos rods 
opOarpors) : “whose understanding is destroyed.” — kat ameo- 
Tepnuévov THs adnGelas] “who have been robbed of the truth.” 
This and the previous participial clauses indicate that formerly 
the heretics had their understanding sound, and were in posses- 
sion of the truth, but that they had lost both these jewels, 
according to iv. 1, by the influence of demons. It should 
never have been denied that they who are thus described 
were actual heretics. — The next clause adds another peculiar 
characteristic, which proves the duepOappévwr «.7.r.: vopfov- 
Tov Topicpov elvat THY evoéBevay] rropicpos (only here and 
at ver. 6; comp. Ecclus. xiii. 19, xiv. 2) is equivalent to 
“means of gain,’ te. a business bringing gain; Luther: 
“ trade.” — Weescheider wrongly explains evcéBeca as equiva- 
lent to » Kat’ eboéBecav SidacKxaria. The idea is to be kept 
in its proper meaning; although that which the heretics made 
to appear evcéBera was not evoéPeva, but only the appearance 
of it (2 Tim. iii. 5: popdwow edoeBelas), by means of which 
they sought to make earthly gain (Tit. i, 11).— As to the 
construction, it seems most natural to make the substantive 
at the beginning of the verse dependent on é& dy yiverat, 
ver. 4, along with the substantives before it. Hofmann, on 
the contrary, thinks it curious, “that besides the bad things 
already mentioned, there should also be named those with 
whom they occur ;” and he wishes rather to regard srovypal 
dcatpiBai (which he reads) as in apposition to fyrijces Kal 
Aoyouaylas, just as in Jas. ili. 8, where the nominative stands 
in apposition to the previous accusative as a kind of exclama- 
tion. This construction is possible, but it is by no means 
necessary, and from the structure of the sentence not even 
probable. — The last remark furnishes the apostle with an 
opportunity for a digression on Christian contentment.’ 

Ver. 6. "Eote 5é «.7.X.] Calvin: eleganter et non sine iro- 
nica correctione in contrarium sensum eadem verba retorquet. 


1 Hofmann’s opinion, that the deductions following are not occasioned by the 
conduct of the heretics, but by Timothy’s conduct, are not warranted by the 
exhortation in ver. 11: ravru Qzdy:. 

PASTORAL EPISTLES, r 
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The meaning is: piety is certainly a mropucpos, but in another 
and higher sense than the heretics suppose; éo7e is opposed 
to vouilovtwv (ver. 5), Wiesinger.— ropicpos péyas «.7.A.] 
moptojos has here the same meaning as before; Luther 
wrongly says: “it is, however, a great gain, one that is 
blessed,” etc. —% edoéBeca peta adtapxeias] “ Piety when 
united with contentment,” which certainly belongs of necessity 
to true piety. The gain of which the apostle is here thinking 
is not the heavenly, eternal blessings (Theodoret: tv yap 
aioviov Hpiv topite Conv; Calvin, Heydenreich, Matthies, 
and others), but the gain to which we are directed in the next 
verses, 7-10. Several expositors hold the gain to be the 
avtapxela itself (so Chrysostom, Bengel: nam affert avtap- 
xelav ; de Wette, and others’); but this reference is not indi- 
cated in the added words: peta adtapxeias. On adtdpxera, 
comp. Phil. iv. 11: éyw éuabov év obs etus adtdpens etvas. 
Ver. 7 begins the confirmation of the principle that godli- 
ness with contentment is a great mropicyds. The apostle here 
places two clauses together, each of which contains a well- 
known and undoubted truth: “ We brought nothing into the 
world,” and “ We can take nothing out of 2.” (The same two 
thoughts are found elsewhere in collocation; so Job 1. 21; 
Eccles. v.14; also in the profane writers, e.g. Seneca, Hp. 102: 
non licet plus efferre, quam intuleris. For the second thought, 
comp. Job xxvii. 19; Ps. xlix.12.) The question is only, 
in what relation do they stand to one another? According 
to the common view, the first thought serves to confirm the 
second : “ As we brought nothing in, it is manifest that we will 
take nothing out.” Against this, Hofmann maintains that 
the second thought is in no way a consequence of the first. 
He therefore takes 6Xov dru as an adverbial : “ clearly,” stand- 
ing at the end of the sentence, but belonging to both clauses ; 
and he explains: “Clearly we have brought nothing in, and 
can also take nothing out.” He is certainly right that the first 
does not strictly prove the second; but then the apostle did 
not intend that it should; he simply placed the two sentences 
1 Van Oosterzee : “‘In one short, compressed sentence, the apostle expresses 


two chief ideas, that true piety of itself makes content, and that by doing so it 
brings great gain.” 
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together, the second corresponding to the first in such a way 
as to be confirmed by it in popular opinion. Hence it is 
not right to connect—contrary to the order of the words— 
S7Aov éru with the first sentence. As to the lack of S#Xov 
before é7u (see the critical remarks), de Wette observes: “ that 
in popular logic the consequence is often quoted with é7e 
as the reason, eg. Homer, Zl. xvi. 35, Od. xxii. 36.” This, 
however, is not to the point here; in the two passages quoted, 
é7z simply denotes the logical ground of knowledge. 

Ver. 8. "Eyovtes 5é] De Wette thinks that for 6¢ we 
should have had ody. This is certainly right; still the 
bearing of this verse on the previous one would have been 
different from what it is now. The apostle used dé because 
he had in mind the contrast to those striving after earthly 
gain. — diatpopas Kat oxerdcuata] The same collocation in 
Sextus Empwricus, Book ix. 1; the two expressions only occur 
here in the N. T. (Gcatpod7j, 1 Mace. vi. 49). Sxérracya, 
the covering, hence both clothing and dwelling. Here it is 
to be taken in the former sense; de Wette, Wiesinger, van 
Oosterzee, and others include both senses in it; but it is 
more than improbable that one word should be used to denote 
two different objects. Chrysostom: tovadta dydiévvvcOas, & 
cKeTacal movoy nuas opeider Kal TeptoTteirAae THY yOpvaow,. 
In food and clothing the necessary wants of life are also 
elsewhere summed up; comp. Matt. vi. 25; Jas. i. 15; Gen. 
Xxvlil. 20. — todrois aprecOnadpcla] “ we will be content with 
them.” Hofmann’s explanation is wrong: “so will we have 
enough of them.” The passive apxetoOav oecurs as a per- 
sonal verb only in the sense of “be content with ;” comp. 
Luke ii. 14; Heb. xiii. 5; 3 John 10; 2 Mace v. 16; 
4 Mace. vi. 22; so, too, continually in profane writers ; 
comp, Pape, s.v.— The future is here taken imperatively by 
several expositors. It is well known that the imperative is 
often expressed by the future, but there is no passage which 
exactly corresponds with this (comp. Buttmann, p. 221). It 
is better, therefore, to take the future here in the sense of 
sure expectation (so de Wette, Wiesinger, van Oosterzee, 
Plitt ; comp. Winer, p. 296 [E. T. p. 396)). 

Ver. 9. Of 5é BovrAdmevos TAovTety] Sé expresses opposition 
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to what immediately preceded. doutety is properly not 
“become rich.” but “be rich.” — éumlmrovow (cf. iii. 7) ets 
mepacuov Kal mayiia] De Wette explains it inaccurately : 
“to whom enticing opportunities present themselves for 
unrighteous gain.” In éwairrew is contained the indication 
of the power which the tretpacyéds (“the temptation to enrich 
oneself unrighteously”) exercises over them.— By rayida, 
the sretpacpos is defined to be a power fettering and taking 
prisoner. — xal érifupias moddas avontovs Kal BraBepas] 
This is the consequence immediately connected with what 
precedes: by falling into mespacpos, they fall into many 
foolish and hurtful lusts, ¢.c. these lusts are not only excited 
in them, but gain power over them. Thus the seductive 
power of the wespacpuos can be recognised in the éwOupiacs. 
These are also avonrov, because instead of the gain which was 
expected to come from satisfying them, they bring hurt only. 
— aitwes (explanatory: “such as”) PuOifovcr eis ddeOpov 
kal avo@dcav| BvOifev; in the literal sense at Luke v. 7; 
2 Macc. xii. 4.—Destruction is likewise the deep into which 
they are plunged by their desires. The expression is 
strengthened by bringing together the two synonymous ideas. 
There is no ground for van Oosterzee’s conjecture that dr¢Opos 
denotes the destruction of the body, a@dcva the destruction 
of the soul. De Wette incorrectly explains the words of 
“moral ruin,” against which Wiesinger justly observes: “they 
are in that already.” depos stands here as in 1 Thess. v. 3, 
2 Thess. i. 9 (ddeOpos aiwvios); am@Acca, as in Phil. i. 28 
(opp. 7 o@rTnpia), iii. 19, and other passages.—There is no 
good ground (with Olshausen in Wiesinger) for understanding 
éreOpos exclusively of temporal destruction. 

Ver. 10 gives a reason for the thought in ver. 9.— pita 
yap TavTev Tov KaKkdv éotly 4 dirapyupia] It is to be 
observed that Paul does not mean to say, whence all cand 
whatever proceed, but what proceeds from ¢vAapyupia. Hence 
there is no article with pia. Hence, too, de Wette’s correct- 
ing remark, that ambition, too, may entirely destroy man, does 
not affect the author of the epistle.— By ta xaxad may be 
understood both physical and moral evils (wickedness) ; here 
the latter idea is uppermost (otherwise in Polycarp, Ep. 4: 
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apx}) Tavtov yarerav dirapyupia), Pidapyvpla only here 
in the N. T. (Jer. viii. 10, LXX.). — is tevés dpeyopevor] 
opéyeo Oat does not mean deditum esse, but it is to be acknow- 
ledged that the manner of connection is not exact, since 
girapyupia, as de Wette rightly says, is itself an dpekus, 
Hofmann’s interpretation is artificial He makes épéyecOas 
denote here “the grasping of a man after something out of his 
way, and “the thing after which he reaches sideways is said 
to be the plant which afterwards proves to be to him a root 
of all evils,” so that 4s does not refer to dsAapyupia, but to 
pila mavtev Tov Kaxdv.— areTraVHOncay ard THs TlotTeEws] 
The reason of this is the inner connection between faith and 
blessedness. The denial of the one necessarily implies the 
denial of the other. The aorist passive has a neuter sense ; 
Luther rightly: “have gone astray from the faith.” The 
compound only here and at Mark xiii. 22; the dao added 
serves to intensify the meaning. —xal éavtods trepéretpav 
advvais TrodAais] TrepiTeipew am. Ney. “pierce through,” not 
“sting all round, wound in every part” (Matthies). The 
ddvvat troddai, here regarded as a sword with which they 
have pierced themselves through, are not the outward pains 
which they have drawn on themselves by avarice, but the 
stings of conscience (“the precursors of the future dr@ndea,” 
Wiesinger) which they have prepared for themselves by 
apostasy from the faith, To this his own experience the 
apostle here directs attention, that he may thereby present 
more vividly the destructiveness of the ¢urapyupia. 

Ver. 11. The apostle again turns to Timothy, exhorting 
him to a faithful fulfilment of his Christian and evangelical 
vocation. — avd 6é] opposed to tuvés, ver. 10.—® avOpwre 
[ro0] @eov] The expression may be taken in a more general 
or a more special sense; so, too, in 2 Pet. 1. 21. It does not, 
however, follow “that Paul thus names Timothy here because 
of his evangelic office;” the exhortations following rather 
show that the apostle was thinking of Timothy’s position as a 
Christian ; comp. 2 Tim. iii. 17. — tadra gedye] tadra refers 
to the ¢vAapyupia and that which is connected with it (de 
Wette, Wiesinger, and others); not to everything that has 
been said in vv. 3-10, because “vv. 17 ff. show that the 
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author is keeping in view the subject of riches,’ de Wette. 
devryew vitare; comp. 2 Tim. ii. 22; 1 Cor. vi. 18. Hofmann 
wrongly deduces from this exhortation that Timothy had 
some inclination to dirapyvpia; one might as well deduce 
from the next exhortation that Timothy had no inclination to 
dixatoctvn Kt. It is to be observed that it is not said 
dedye amo or éx TovTwy; comp., besides, the passages quoted. 
— Stake Sé thy Sixavoctyny] Sudxecyv here as in Deut. xvi. 20, 
LXX.; Rom. xii. 13, and other passages of the N. T. (neque 
exteris scriptoribus infrequens est haec hujus verbi notio; see 
Xenophon, Cyropaedia, viii. 1. 39; Thucydides, ii, 63; Leo). 
Paul names six Christian virtues which Timothy is to culti- 
vate, the six being arranged in pairs. The two most general 
in meaning are placed first: Seeacocdvny (righteousness) and 
evoéBevav (comp. Tit. i. 12). Then follow méotw (not 
“ faithfulness or conscientiousness,” but “ faith”) and ayamny 
as the ground principle of the Christian life. Last come 
itopovnv and mpavmabevav (ar. rey., Philo, de Abrah. p. 379), 
which denote the Christian conduct proper in regard to the 
hostility of the world against the gospel, the former being 
opposed to submission, the latter to exasperation. 

Ver. 12. "Ayavifou tov Kadov ayova ths mictews| Here, 
as in i. 18 (tiv Kadjv otpatetav), we must not overlook the 
definite article. The struggle to which Timothy is summoned 
is the struggle (comp. 1 Cor. ix. 25) of the faith appointed 
to Christians; on this comp. 2 Tim. iv. 7.— émriAaPSod rijs 
aiwviov SwAs| émirapwSdvev (comp. 1 Cor. ix. 24 and Phil. 
iii. 12, where the apostle uses the expressions AauwPdvew and 
kaTadauPdvew) denotes the actual grasping, atavios Fan being 
regarded as the BpaPetov; not, however, according to Winer’s 
remark (p. 293 [E. T. p. 392)), “as result of the struggle, but as 
object of the striving.” It is not improbable that Paul is 
here speaking figuratively. It is different, however, with the 
next words: ets jv ékdOns, by which eternal life is pointed | 
out as the goal of Timothy’s vocation; comp. 1 Pet. v. 10.— 
Kab @pmodoynoas Tv Kad}v oporoyiav] Heinrichs incorrectly 
takes nai for kat ydp: “for thou hast also.” Commonly this 
clause is made to depend still on es #y (Leo: ets Hv pertinet 
non solum ad éxA7Oms, sed etiam ad @poroynoas). De Wette, 
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on the contrary (Wiesinger and van Oosterzee agree with him), 
rightly regards it as simply co-ordinate with eds jv ékAjOns. 
So, too, Hofmann: “the relative clause, as is not seldom the 
case in Greek, passes into a clause independent of the 
relative.” Still the two clauses must be taken as standing in 
close connection; Timothy’s «a2 dworoyla is the answer 
which he gave to the «Ajous proclaimed to him (so, too, 
Hofmann). — t7v K«adnv oporoyiay|] In this phrase, too, 
expositors have not observed the definite article. Paul does 
not say that Timothy confessed a confession good “in its 
contents and in the enthusiasm of its utterance,” de Wette ; 
but that he confessed tie good confession, z.¢. the definite 
confession of Christ to which the disciples of the Lord are 
appointed. Hence it is quite wrong to think of opondoyla as — 
a vow or the like; that contradicts the constant usage of the 
N. T.; comp. 2 Cor. ix. 13; Heb. ii. 1, 4, 14, x. 23. — Paul 
is clearly referring here to a definite fact in Timothy’s life, 
but what it was he does not say. Chrysostom says: 
avapiynoKes THs KaTnYyTews avTov, and thinks therefore of 
the confession of Timothy at his baptism. Others, on account 
of ver. 13, understand it of a confession which Timothy had 
confessed during a persecution. According to most, Paul is 
here thinking of the same act as that to which iv. 14 refers. 
Since in this whole section, vv. 11-16, there is nothing to 
direct the attention to Timothy’s official position, and since 
the oporoyla is closely joined with the éxA@ns, the view first 
given is to be considered the right one (Hofmann). 

Vv. 13, 14. lapayyéAXo cor] Matthies regards tiv Kadiv 
oporoylav as the subject belonging to this; but against this 
construction there is both the meaning of the verb and the 
tnphoat ce following.’ Leo justly says: quo magis ad finem 
vergit epistola, eo gravior existit apostoli oratio. To give his 
exhortation greater force, Paul adds to wapayyé\Xw (comp. 
i. 3) the words of adjuration: €vemov tod Ocod x.7.d. — Tod 
Swoyovotytos ta tTavta| fwoyovety in the classic usage, 
equivalent to “bring forth alive, make alive,” serves in the 

1 The objections made by Matthies against the correct construction are only 


founded on this, that he considers the definite article +4» to be unsuitable before 
HUANY bmoroylay. 


232 THE FIRST EPISTLE TO TIMOTHY. 


LXX. for translating the Piel and Hiphil of ™) in the 
double signification: “maintain in life,” Ex. i. 17; Judg. 
viii. 19, and other passages; and “make alive,” 1 Sam. i. 6 
(comp. 2 Kings v. 7). In the N. T. it occurs here and at 
Luke xvii. 33, Acts vii. 19, in the sense of “maintain in 
life.” When connected with ta wdvta, fwoy. is not to be 
understood specially of the resurrection (de Wette, van 
Oosterzee), but either “of God’s might that upholds everything” 
(Wiesinger, Hofmann), or, still better, of “His power that 
quickens everything” (Plitt), in the same sense as it is said of 
God in Neh. ix. 6: ov Sworois ta mavta. God is there- 
fore mentioned here as the source of life for the universe (Ta 
mayra), there being a special reference to ver. 12: émdaBov 
Tis aiwviov Cwois.— Kat Xp. “Ino. tov paptupncavtos émt 
TIovriov [Iinatov tiv Kari oporoylav] thy Kk. oporoyiav 
is not dependent on wapayyé\Aw (Matthies: “I make known 
to thee ... the good confession”), but on paprupysavtos. It 
is open to question, however, whether the Kad) oporoyla is 
the confession of the Christian which Timothy too has made 
(Wiesinger, Plitt, Hofmann), or the confession which Christ 
made (Leo, van Oosterzee). In the former case, waptupety is 
much the same as “ testify, ze. confirm, declare for truth ;” in 
the latter it is kindred in meaning with opodroyeiv. Wiesinger 
asserts that paptupety never has the latter meaning, but 
unjustly; because in John v. 32 we have wmaptupiav 
paptupeiv, and in John iii. 11 we have 6 oldapev Nadodpev 
Kal 0 éwpdxapev paptupotuev (1 John i. 2; Rev.i 2). On 
the contrary, there is no passage to be found where paprupety 
with the accus. means so much as “confirm the truth of 
an utterance by a testimony in regard to it.” The first 
view, therefore, is to be rejected as contrary to usage. 
Besides, the confession made by Jesus, and Timothy’s con- 
fession mentioned in ver. 12, are not in contents different 
from one another. De Wette thinks that paprupety “is used 

1 Had Paul wished to express the thought that Christ had confirmed, by 
word or deed, the truth of the Christian confession, he would have written the 
dative +7 xaA7 suoroyig. —The expression paprupiay paprupeiv, also occurring 
in classic Greek, does not mean: ‘‘ confirm the truth of a testimony,” but 


simply : ‘‘testify, ze, make a testimony.” — The old expositors justly directed 
attention to Matt, xxvii. 11 and John xviii. 26 f. in regard to 4 xaa%r sporoyla, 
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here in the well-known ecclesiastical signification, con- 
sequently that Christ is represented as the first martyr,’ and 
that the meaning is: “Christ confirmed the confession of the 
truth by His suffering and death.” This is not only against 
the usage of the N. T., but fails also by generalizing in an 
arbitrary way the idea of 1 Kad) oporoyia. —If % «. dponr. 
is the confession which Christ witnessed of Himself, émi 
ITovt. IItX, cannot mean: “under Pontius Pilate” (de Wette), 
but only: “before Pontius Pilate.” °Emé stands here as in 
Matt. xxviii. 14, Acts xxv. 9, xxvi. 2,and other passages. — As 
the words added with tod Oeod point back to THs aiwv. FwAs, 
so do those added here with Xp. “Inc. point back to xal 
@uoroynoas K.T.A.—THpPHoal ce Thy evToAnY domror, 
aveviinttTov|] These words, depending on zapayyéd\w, give 
the purpose of Paul’s exhortation to Timothy. T'npetv, joined 
with évtoA# in many passages of the N. T., means “keep, 
observe,’ as in chap. v. 22 (de Wette and most expositors ; 
Wiesinger differs).— Tv évtodjv is not a single moral or 
official law given specially to Timothy; it is synonymous 
with 7 wapayyedia in i. 5 (so, too, Hofmann), pointing out 
the law of the gospel as the divine standard, according to 
which the Christian has to regulate his life.’— domAov and 
averiAnrrov must, from their position, be referred to évtoAnv 
(with de Wette, van Oosterzee, Phtt, Hofmann, and others), 
and not to ce, as Leo, Matthies, Wiesinger, and most suppose.” 
Expositors take domvdov and dverridnrtov as two co-ordinate 
adjectives, so that for the sense cai has to be supplied 
between them (so hitherto in this commentary). This, how- 
ever, is against usage; xai is dropped only when more than 
two attributes are reckoned, comp. eg. 11. 2 ff, or when the 
one adjective forms one idea with the substantive, so that the 
other adjective defines the compound idea more precisely 
(comp. ¢g. 1 Cor. x. 4; see Winer, pp. 488 f. [E. T. p. 659). 
It is more correct, therefore, to connect domdov closely with 

1 The special reference to ver. 12 (van Oosterzee) is arbitrary. Still it might 
perhaps be said that Paul sums up in ry évroamy the commands which he gave 
to Timothy in vv. 11,12. In this command, however, there is also contained 
the sum of the whole Christian law. 


2 Wiesinger thinks that gov. and dvexia. denote the result of cnpious civ 
tyroady. But how can this be justified grammatically ? 
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éyTod, and to take dveriAnmrtov in such a way that it declares 
how Timothy is to keep this évtoA? domvdos: he is to keep the 
commandment which is in itself spotless, and to keep it so as 
to expose it to no blame.—péype THs erupavelas T. Kuplou Hy. 
"Ino. Xp.] 4 émibadvea is the second coming of Christ. The 
word occurs outside of the Pastoral Epistles only in 2 Thess. 
ii, 18 (2 Tim. iv. 1, 8; Tit. ii, 13; in 2 Tim. i. 10, it is used to 
denote Christ’s first coming in the flesh). For the second 
coming we usually have droxddvws (1 Cor. i. 7) or mapoucia. 
The word émiddveca brings into prominence the element of 
visibility in the wapovoia; comp. 2 Thess. ii. 8 (Wiesinger). 
Chrysostom’s explanation is wrong: wéype THs os TeNEUTIAS.— 
Bengel: fideles in praxi sua proponebant sibi diem Christi, ut 
appropinquantem, nos solemus nobis horam mortis proponere. 

Vy. 15, 16. The apostle concludes with a doxology, which 
is attached to the previous words by means of the relative 
clause av... SeiEer «.7.%.— Hv Katpots idiow Seifer] On 
Katpots i6., comp. ii, 6; Tit. i 3; also Gal. vi. 9.— devEex] 
Bengel: ostendi dicitur, quod jam ante erat, Acts ii. 20. 
The verb does not mean “effect;” nor is it, with Heydenreich, 
to be translated: “which He will show in tts majesty, will 
cause to follow and present im visible glory,’ but simply: 
“which He will make visible, cause to appear.” The expression 
is used by the apostle in reference to Christ’s present hidden- 
ness. The hope of the near return of Christ did not lead the 
apostle to fix arbitrarily the hour when that would take place. 
— Instead of the simple @eds, there follows, as subject to decEex, 
a series of designations for God, by which Paul represents God 
as the blessed, the only potentate, the immortal, the invisible— 
in one word, the absolute (comp. with this i. 17). This he does 
not simply for the purpose “of giving to his words a more 
solemn conclusion” (de Wette), but to satisfy the inward 
impulse of naming the chief features of the idea of God as 
rooted in the Christian consciousness—specially in opposi- 
tion to the fictions of the heretics (according to Wiesinger, 
“in antithetic reference to the striving after eaxthly riches, 
rebuked in the preceding verses”). — 6 paxdpuos] comp. i. 11; 
Haxaptos is to be taken as an adjective, as is clear from the 
omission of the article before poves.— Kat povos Suvactns] 
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To God alone as the Almighty is the predicate Suvdcrns due 
in the absolute sense; hence the addition of wovos. The 
supreme power contained in duvdarns (comp. 2 Macc. xii. 15; 
3 Mace. v. 51) is made still more prominent by the next 
words: 6 Bacireds THY Bacidrcvovtay «.7.r.; comp. i. 17; 
Rev. xvii. 14; Deut. x. 17; Ps. exxxvi. 3. — Ver. 16. 6 pdvos 
éyov abavaciay] comp.i. 17. ’Adavacia is synonymous with 
apGapoia, 1 Cor. xv. 53; Justin Martyr (Quaest. et Respons. 
ad Orthod. 61): wovos éyov thy aOavaciav réyeTat 6 Océs, 
Ott ovK x Oednpatos Gdrov TatTnv exer, KaOdmep of NovTrol 
mavtes a0dvato, arr’ &ék THs oiKeias ovtalas.— hos olKkav 
ampoattov] This idea that God, who is Himself called light 
(1 John i. 5), dwells in light, is found nowhere else in the 
N. T.; but we may compare with it Ps. civ. 2; Ezek. 
i. 26 ff. Chrysostom remarks on this: otxcody xal téTe@ 
eumepieiAnTrar ; amaye’ ovy tva todTo vojowpev, GAN wa 
TO akaTarynTTov THs Oelas dioews Tapactnon, das avToV 
oikely eiTrev amrpdctTov, oUTm Oeodoyicas, ws HV. avT@ 
duvatov.— The verb otxety is found only here in the N. T. 
with an accusative; the construction is often found in the 
classics, also 2 Mace. v. 17, vi. 2.— dapocurtos is dar. Ney. in 
Holy Scripture. This participial clause does not serve as a 
reason for the one previous (Hofmann: “dy dwelling in light 
unapproachable”), but adds to it a new definition of the 
divine nature. — To the idea that God is surrounded by an 
unapproachable majesty of light, there is attached the cor- 
responding thought: 6v efdev ovddels dvOpamav, oddé idelv 
dvvatay; on which comp. John i. 18; 1 John iv. 12; Matt. 
xi. 27. The following two sentences may serve as explana- 
tion: Theophilus (ad Autol. p. 71): 76 eidos tod Ocod... 
pH Suvapevoy opOarpots capkivors opabjvas; and Dionysius 
Areop. (De Divin. Nom. ch. i. p. 376, I. ed. Corder): macaus 
Scavolats adiavonrov éote TO Umép Sudvoray ev. — @ Tops) Kar 
Kpatos ai@viov] comp. i. 17. 


1 There is no good ground for deriving, with Hofmann, all these names for 
God from His relations ‘‘to other potentates who meet with trouble, whom 
death does not permit to abide, who are not unapproachable and invisible.” 
And there is as little ground for saying that this doxology was added, because 
the apostle intended to describe ‘‘God who will grant to see the appearance of 
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Ver. 17. The apostle might have stopped at ver. 16; but, 

glancing back to vv. 9 ff., he adds another injunction in 
regard to the rich.!— rots wdovalous ev TH vOv aid] Chry- 
sostom: elol yap Kal adrou TAovovor év TO péAdOVTL. Still 
we cannot press the contrast so far as to make the earthly 
riches necessarily exclude the heavenly (wealth in God, Luke 
xii. 21). — qwapdyyerrA9e pn tnrodpoveiy|] wirynrodpoveiv 
only here and at Rom. xi. 20 (Rom. xii. 16: Ta tra 
dpoveiv): “exalt themselves haughtily over others because of 
their possessions.” — pndé Armixévar ert wrovVTOV aOnroTNTL] 
adynrorns (am. Ney.), from a&dos, which is equivalent to “ not 
manifest, hidden,” is properly “hiddenness,’ then “wncer- 
tainty.” The word indicates that it is uncertain whether or 
not riches continue to him who possesses them (comp. 1 Cor. 
ix. 26: aé7dws). Instead of the substantive, we might have 
had the adjective: ét 7d mAovT@ Te adi7jd\w (Luther: “on 
uncertain riches”); still the form of expression here makes 
the idea of uncertainty more prominent (see Winer, p. 221 
[E. T. p. 296]), and that is all the more appropriate here that 
it points out more forcibly the folly of the hope. Hofmann 
explains adyAdorns unsuitably by “hiddenness,” in the sense 
of “the rich man having put his riches safely away,’ as if 
riches would be put safely away by being hidden.— aan’ év 
T® Oem] The construction of éAifew with év is in the N. T. 
the more uncommon one, but comp. Eph. i. 12; 1 Cor. xv. 19. 
—tThe truth that all hope must rest on God is confirmed by 
adding the words: 7@ wapéyovte jyiv ta tavta (ve. all that 
We possess) wAovclws eis amodavow] eis amodavow (comp. 
lv. 3: efs weTadn ov) is not added by way of opposition to a 
wrong abstinence, but in opposition to the tprnrodpovety and 
namikévat ért mrov7w. The apostle means to say that God 
does not give us earthly blessings that we may possess them 
and be proud over them, but that we may enjoy them,— 
according to His will,—and therefore use them rightly. 
Jesus as judge with reward or punishment, to describe Him as a potentate who 
is infinitely more and higher than all earthly kings and lords,” and did so 
because Timothy ‘‘ was in danger of injuring his position as a Christian, and 
his calling as a teacher for the sake of gain” (!). 


1 ««Mhere Paul had spoken of the dangers of those who wish to become rich ; 
now he turns to those who are rich” (van Oosterzee). 


CHAP. VI. 18, 19. Pato f 


Ver. 18. The negative ideas of the previous verse are 
followed by four positive, joined two and two. — dyaboepyetv, 
mroutelv év &pyous Kxadois] These ideas are synonymous, the 
second, however, being stronger than the first. It is not pro- 
bable that we are to think only of the practice of benevolence; 
that is brought out in the next two expressions. On 
ayaboepyetv, comp. Acts xiv. 17, where, however, the Ree. 
has aya@orroiv ; the word ayaborosety in Num. x. 32, LXX.; 
1 Mace. xi. 33. — wAovuteiv ev épy. ay. hints at tols wAouvcioss 
év T. vov aidve (Wiesinger). — edpetaddrous elvas, Kowvwvixots | 
The two expressions occur only here in the N. T.: petadidwpe 
is, however, used specially of giving to the poor in Luke 
iii, 11; Rom. xu. 8; Eph. iv. 28. Some expositors wrongly 
find in Kowwrixovs an express contrast to trnrodpovety ; 
Chrysostom : = ouiAntixol, mpoonvets. It stands here like 
kowwvetv, Gal. vi. 6; Kowawvia (joined with evzroia), Heb. 
maa 16. 

Ver. 19. "Arro@noaupifovtas éavtois Oewédov Kadov] The 
participle tells what the rich desire by the conduct already 
mentioned; it is not to be exchanged with the infinitive. 
’"ArroOnc. and Oewédov are not exactly suitable to one another. 
This, however, is not to be corrected by conjecturing (with 
Clericus) Kesuxjdcov or (with Lamb, Bos) @éua Alay Kadov, nor 
by explaining Qewédsov as equivalent to @éua (Tob. iv. 9; 
Leo: “and gather for themselves a good fund for the future ”), 
nor even by taking dzo@yoc. as absolute and Oewédvoy as in 
apposition. Wolf: ita... ut divites thesauros sibi ipsis colli- 
gere jubeantur, qui sint fundamento alicui olim inservituri ; 
Luther: “gather treasures, to themselves a good ground for 
the future.” — amoOncavpifev] “lay something aside for the 
purpose of preserving, and therefore collect.” It is unneces- 
sary to give the word here the more general signification of 
“acquire.” The apostle’s thought is, that the rich, by giving 
away their @ncavpovs in sympathetic love, are gathering for 
themselves a treasure, and are also laying a good foundation 
on which their future salvation is built.— eds 7d péddov is 
not to be connected with xadov, but with the verb: “for the 
future.” — wa éridaBovtar tis dvtws foAs] wa does not 
express the consequence, “so that,” but the purpose, “in order 
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that.” ’EmidPovrat, comp. ver. 12; de Wette, rightly: 
“in order that they (at the same time planting their feet on 
this basis) may seize ;” tis évTws Gwys, comp. v. 3. 

Vv. 20, 21. Final exhortation and benediction to Timothy. 
The apostle begins fervently and impressively with: & Tipodee 
(Matthies). — tiv rapaOjxnv pirafov] comp. 2 Tim. i. 12, 
14; mapaOjxn is a “possession entrusted ;” Paul does not 
say what kind of possession. Even in these parallel passages a 
more precise definition is not given, except that at ver. 12 he 
denotes by pov that it is entrusted to him, and in ver. 14 
adds the adjective xadyjv. In any case there is meant by it 
here a gift entrusted to Timothy by God, which gift he is 
to preserve (pvAa£ov) from every hurt. As the apostle puts 
its preservation (gvAdocew) in close connection with the 
éxtpémecOat of the heretics, we may understand by it either 
Timothy’s dcaxovia (de Wette, Otto), or the gospel, “sound 
doctrine” (Wiesinger, van Oosterzee, Hofmann).—As the chief 
purpose of the epistle is to instruct Timothy regarding his 
conduct in the ministry committed to him, it seems right to 
understand by apa@jxcn a possession entrusted, not to all 
Christians, but to Timothy in particular. Thus—in spite of 
the absence of cov—the first view deserves the preference, all 
the more that in the other passages quoted this meaning of 
the word is the most suitable. The next word, é«7pemopevos, 
shows that Timothy would injure his office by entering upon 
the BéByrou xevodoviar, Plitt arbitrarily takes wapaOy«n as 
equivalent to “eternal life.” — éxtpemdopevos tas BeBrrous 
kevopavias| éxtpémecGar, properly: “turn away from any- 
thing;” then with the accusative (as in 2 Tim. iii. 5: 
arotpéTec Oat): “avoid,” synonymous with rapauteicOar, — 
Kevopwvia] synonymous with wataoroyia, i. 6; comp. 2 Tim. 
i 16: “empty talk without anything in it.’—This talk is 
still more precisely defined by the next words: kat dvriéceus 
THS evdavtmou yvooews| It is to be observed that avtvOécess 
is closely connected with the previous xevodwvias, the article 
tas belonging to both words and the genitive tis wWevd. 
yveoews referring to both alike. Hence dvtiOécecs must here 
express some thought corresponding with xevopwvias. It is 
not therefore advisable to understand by it in general terms 


CHAP, VI. 20, 21. 239 


“the statutes of the heretics against the gospel” (Matthies, 
Wiesinger), or “the controversial theses of the heretics 
directed against the gospel” (so before in this commentary '); 
it is much more correct to understand it of the theses which 
the heretics sought to maintain against one another (Hofmann). 
Thus understood, the word corresponds to Aoyoyaytas in 
ver. 4. It is possible that these had the character of dialectic 
proofs (Conybeare and Howson, quoted in van Oosterzee), but 
the word itself does not show this. Baur’s assertion is purely 
arbitrary, that the contrariae oppositiones are here meant 
which Marcion exerted himself to establish between the law 
and the gospel. —tijs yevdavipou yvdcews] The expression 
is easily explained by the fact that the heretics boasted of 
possessing a knowledge, a ¢irocodia (Col. ii. 8), in which 
there was a more perfect science of divine things than that 
presented by the gospel. — Paul was also acquainted with a 
yvects, which, however, was rooted in faith, and was effected 
by the mvetwa Xpictod. But the yvwous of the heretics did 
not deserve this name, and hence Paul called it yevdevupos 
(occurring only here in the N. T.); on which Chrysostom aptly 
remarks: 6tay yap miotis pip et, yvdous ovK Eotw. Baur, 
without just ground, seeks to draw from the use of this word 
a proof for his hypothesis that the epistle was composed at 
the date of the heresy of Marcion. — Ver. 21. fv twes éray- 
yedromevot| évrayyédhdcoOas stands here in the same sense as 
in ii. 10; Luther inexactly : “which some allege.” — rept tHv 
miatw notoyncay| The same construction in 2 Tim. ii. 18; with 
the genitive, i. 6. The émayyédrcoOar tiv wevd. yy. includes 
(comp. i. 6) the doroyeiv rept tr. wiotwv, “erring in regard to 
the faith.” This Wiesinger wrongly denies, with the remark 
that “the apostle did not consider the mere occupation with 
such things to be apostasy, but only a possible occasion for 
apostasy.” “Emaryy. manifestly denotes more than merely 

1 Against these explanations there is also the relative clause 7v x.7.2. attached 
to yrécews, since, of course, the followers of a y»#e1s containing anti-evangelic 
doctrines had departed from the faith. 

2 Hofmann, coinciding with Wiesinger’s view, says: ‘‘The occupation with 
that which claimed, but did not deserve, the name of science, brought them 


unawares on the wrong track ,” but the “‘ unawares” is purely imported into 
the verse. 
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being occupied with a thing. By wes here, as in i. 3, 6 
(vi. 3), we must understand the heretics. 

Ver. 22. The benediction, as in the other Pauline Epistles, 
If dpuév is the right reading, we can only infer from it that 
Paul intends the benediction for the whole church, not that 
he addresses the epistle to the whole church along with 
Timothy. 


TIavrov 4 mpds Tipcdeov érrictory Sevtépa. 


A, al. have the shorter superscription: pis Tiuddeov 8’; so, 
too, DEF G, but with épxera: preceding, 


CHAPTER, 


Ver. 1. Tisch., on the authority of DEF GK Px, ai, 
several versions, and Fathers, adopted Xpiorod *Ijood instead of 
the fee. "Inood Xpiorod (A L, pl. etc., Lachm. and Buttm.). For 
the singular érayyed‘a», 8 has the plural erayyeniag. — Ver. 3. 
To r@ @e@ there is added wo in D* E 17, Sahid. Vulg. ed. 
Sixtin. Demidor. Clar. Germ. Or. Ambrosiast. etc. Imitation 
of Rom. i. 8. — Ver. 4. The reading éai709@ (G, Boern. utrumq. 
Chrys.) seems only to have arisen from an endeavour to 
sunplity the structure of the sentence. — Ver. 5. For ruuSdévay 
(Rec. with D E K L, al., Chrys. Theodoret, etc.), Lachm. Buttm. 
Tisch. read AuSuv, on the authority of AC F G17, 31. This 
latter deserves preference as the more difficult reading, all the 
more that it is preceded by the present é:rodév.— Instead 
of Awid:, some MSS. have <Adfé:, others Awfdy, and one Aaio ; 
still the ec. is too strongly supported to leave doubts of its 
correctness. For Edvixy, several cursives have Eiveiny. — Ver. 7. 
devAiag| The reading dovadeaus (in 238, Aeth. Didym. Chrys.) has 
clearly arisen from Rom. vii. 15.— Ver. 11. évé» (Tisch. 8 
omits) may possibly have been inserted on the analogy of 1 Tim. 
ii. 7; but since it is wanting only in A 8, and some cursives, 
it is safer to regard it as the original reading, all the more that 
it is necessary for the meaning. — Ver. 12. In ¥, za/ is wanting 
before raira; all other mss., however, support its genuine- 
ness. — For supuxaradguny (Rec.), we must read here and at 
ver. 14, rapadqxny, Just as in 1 Tim. vi. 20.— The wou that fol- 
lows is wanting in D* E and some cursives; it was probably 
omitted because in those two other passages no pronoun stands 
with the word.— Ver. 15. The mode of writing the name 
biyerrog varies very much; the best supported is ®bysrog, 
which Lachm. and Tisch. adopted. — For ‘Epmoyévns, Tisch. has 
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adopted "Epuoyéms, with the remark: testatur antiquissimus 
accentuum testis D*** etc. — Ver. 16. For érnoytvén (Rec.), all 
uncials, except K, several cursives, also Basil. Oec. Theodoret, 
have érasoxivén (Lachm. Buttm. Tisch.) ; comp. Winer, p. 70 
[E. T. p. 86]. — Ver. 17. Tisch. 7 retained the Lec. cxov- 
daidrepov, With D*** EK L, ai. Lachm. and Tisch. 8 adopted 
orovdafws, on the authority of C D* F Gx, al.,; Buttm. read 
orovdasorépos, on the authority of A. This last reading seems 
to be only a correction of the Rec. Which of the two others 
is the original one, cannot be decided. The positive may be 
considered a correction of the comparative; but, on the other 
hand, the latter is more usual with Paul than the former, 
which occurs with him only in Tit. 11.13. Besides, the com- 
parative is often found in Paul where we might expect the 
positive (comp. 1 Tim. ii. 14). 


Vv. 1, 2. Aid Oernpwatos] comp. on 1 Tim. i. 1.— The 
words of this address are peculiar: kar’ érrayyeNiav Cons Ths 
év Xpiotd Inood; they are not to be joined with GeArparos, 
nor with the following Tiwobém, but with dmdotodos «.7.X. 
*Exaryyedia in the N. T. constantly means “ the promise ;” it 
is incorrect to translate it here by “ preaching ;” comp. 1 Tim. 
iv. 8. Its object is the Cw, the blessed life which “ exists 
objectively, and is presented in Christ” (Wiesinger). The 
preposition xata shows that Paul’s apostleship stands in con- 
nection with this promise. Matthies defines this connection 
more precisely by saying that «xara denotes the harmony 
between the plan of salvation, of which that écrayyedia is the 
chief element, and the apostleship. But it is more natural, 
and more in accordance with the passage in Tit. i. 2, to 
explain it, as does Theodoret, followed by de Wette and 
Wiesinger: dmdoTodov pe mpoe8dreTo 6 Oecds, OaTE me THY 
erayyOetcav aidviov Conv tots avOpwrois Knpv&ar, so that 
kata directs attention to the purpose; see Winer, p. 376 
[E. T. p. 502]. Otto contends that xara means “for the 
purpose,” and that «npv€a should be supplied. He explains 
it more generally: “in the matter of, in regard to,” with the 
remark: “ Paul means to say that his apostolic office... in 
its entire work is defined by that promise.” This explanation, 
however, comes back substantially to the former one, since 
the work of the apostolic office is specially the xnpvoceu. 
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Hofmann explains cara as equivalent to “in consequence of,” 
in the sense, viz., that the promise of life forms the presup- 
position of Paul’s apostleship; but for this there is no support 
in usage; besides, it is self-evident that without that promise 
of life there would be no apostleship.— Ver. 2. Tiwobéw 
ayaTnte Téxve] ayarnTo, in distinction from yvyole, 1 Tim. 
i. 2 and Tit. i. 4, does not indicate a greater confidence, nor 
even blame, as if Timothy, by showing a want of courageous 
faith, no longer deserved the name (Mack). 

Ver. 3. Xdpw éyw TS Ocd] As in several other epistles, 
Paul begins here with a thanksgiving to God,—only he 
usually says evyapicT@ or edAoynTos 6 Meds. The expression 
is only in 1 Tim. i. 12 (elsewhere in the N. T. Luke xvii. 9; 
Heb. xii. 28). To 7@ Oe@ there is next attached the relative 
clause: @ AaTpedw amo Tpoyover év Kabapad svverdjoes, Which 
is added because the apostle wishes to remind Timothy of his 
mpoyovot, viz. his grandmother and mother,—not to bring into 
prominence a relationship different from the apostle’s own 
(Hofmann), but one corresponding with his own.— amo mpo- 
yovev is not equivalent to amo Bpédous, iii. 15; it means 
that the apostle serves God “in the manner handed down by 
his progenitors, as they had done” (Buttmann, p. 277), or 
that the service of the mpdyovor, ic. not the ancestors of the 
Jewish people (Heydenreich and others), but the progenitors 
of the apostle himself (so most expositors), is continued in 
him, and denotes therefore “the continuity of the true 
honouring of God by Judaism” -(de Wette). Otto says that 
the expression is not to be referred to the education (Flatt) 
or disposition (Winer, p. 349 [E. T. p. 465]; van Oosterzee, 
Wiesinger), but to the ancestral mode of worship; but, in 
reply, it is to be observed, that on account of év kadapa 
cuvetonoes the reference to disposition is by no means to 
be considered as excluded.’ The apostle, by his conversion 
to Christianity, did not interrupt his connection with the 
NarTpeverv of his ancestors, because it was a necessary condition 
of the new faith to honour the God of revelation whom the 
Jews served. This utterance regarding the apostle himself, 


1 Had the apostle not been conscious that his ancestors had served God iv xadé, 
cuvesd., he would not have expressed himself as he does here. 
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and particularly the words év xa@apd cuved, are not in 
contradiction with 1 Tim. i. 13 and similar passages, since 
the apostle, even while he was zealous for the law, served the 
God of his fathers év xaO. cvvevd., as little then as afterwards 
falsifying the revealed word with arbitrary fictions, which 
was done by the heretics; comp. Acts xxiii. 1, xxiv. 14 ff 
Hofmann is wrong in breaking up the inner relation of these 
words, referring Xatpevw only to ard mpoydvev, and not also 
év xa. cvverdyoet, which he refers only to the apostle. This 
he does, although the structure of the sentence is most 
decidedly against such a distribution of the references. — On 
év a0. cvved., comp. 1 Tim. i. 5.1. — os ddsddevrtov x.7.2.] 
ws does not give the reason of thanksgiving, as Chrysostom 
explains it: edyapioT@ TO Od, STs péuvnual cov, pyaly, odTw 
\ an 1 Ke »” . : 
cé gid, and as Luther translates: “that I,” etc. Against this 
there is not only the word os, but also the sense. The apostle, 
in his giving of thanks to God, often indeed recalls his uvela 
of those to whom he writes (Rom. i. 9; Phil. 1. 3; 1 Thess. i. 2 ; 
Philem. 4), but he never points them out as the ground of his 
thanksgiving. Otto, while granting that there are objections 
to it, wishes to take ws as the same as 67, and to regard it asa 
particle of the reason, equivalent to 6t: o}tws, which, however, 
cannot be justified from usage.” Just as little should we 
take ws adverbially with advad. Mack: “I thank God, ete. 
1 Otto rightly : “‘ With Paul cuve/dncis is purely the self-consciousness of the 
subject. The consciousness is pure, when it is conscious of no impure strivings. 
Impurity appears whenever any one, under the pretence of serving God, follows 
after his own selfish purposes.” There is no ground for Hofmann’s assertion, 
that the «a4. cvveidnois is only “a conscience free from consciousness of guilt, 
such as only that man can have who is conscious of the forgiveness of his sins,” 
2 The particle 4: does sometimes occur in classic Greek in such a way that it 
is resolvable into dre odtws ; but, as is shown in the very nature of the word, 
only in cases when the sentence beginning with 4; expresses something sur- 
prising, something exciting astonishment, in particular, therefore, after the verb 
buvudTo. It follows, as Pape says, s.v., that ‘‘in such cases we may translate 
it with the simple how.” That such is the case, is proved by all the quotations 
brought together by Otto (p. 301) from the Greek classics. It is therefore 
entirely erroneous for Otto to say quite generally that ‘‘it is in the manner of 
genuine Greek to contract the causal és: with the following ssw; into the 
adverbial pronoun #;.” Only if the adidéasmroy tyw chy wep) cod wretav occurred 
to the apostle as something strange, astonishing, could ds be explained here by 


ors ofras.—Besides, itis inaccurate for Otto to ascribe to #s a causal signification, 
and then call the clause beginning with it an objective clause. 
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... I keep right continually,” etc. — A subordinate clause 
begins with @s, which, however, does not mean: “ since, 
quippe, siquidem” (Heydenreich, Flatt, Matthies: “in so 
far”), “so often” (Calvin: “quoties tui recordor in precibus 
meis, id autem facio continenter, simul etiam de te gratias 
ago”), but expresses the parallel relation of the subordinate 
clause to the principal one, and should be translated by “as” 
(Wiesinger, van Oosterzee); in Gal. vi. 10, @s has a very 
similar meaning. The sense accordingly is: “I thank God, as 
Lam continually mindful of thee in my prayers,” so that already 
in the subordinate clause it is indicated that the thanksgiving 
to God refers to Timothy. In Rom. i. 9, ws stands in quite 
another connection, which makes de Wette’s objection all the 
less justifiable, that here it has been taken from that passage. 
— abiddeurtov Exo Ti Tepi cov pveiav] De Wette arbitrarily 
maintains that Paul would have said: dédsarelrrras pvelay cov 
qovwovyat. Though Paul does so express himself in Rom. i. 9 
(and similarly Eph. i. 16), it does not, however, follow that he 
might not use another form of expression in another epistle, espe- 
cially since the connection of wve/av with éyev is by no means 
unusual with him; comp. 1 Thess. iii. 6. — ddcddevtrtov stands 
first for emphasis. There is nothing strange here in pveda being 
joined with zrept, since prac@ar takes that construction even 
in the classics; comp. Herod. i. 36; Plato, Zach. p. 181 A; 
Xenophon, Cyrop. i. 6. 12; so, too, with pvnuovevew, Heb. 
xi. 22.— év tats Sejoeci’ pov vunros Kal juépas] tats is not 
to be supplied before vu«rds, since the last words are not to 
be taken with dejcecs, but either with adiar. éyo «7.2. 
(Wiesinger, van Oosterzee) or with what follows (Matthies, Plitt, 
Hofmann). The first construction is preferable, because the 
chief emphasis is laid on the preceding thought, the éurofav 
being made subsidiary ; besides, the apostle had no particular 
reason for directing attention to the uninterrupted duration 
of his longing for Timothy as the source of his unceasing 
prayer. The assertion, that vueros Kal iépas is superfluous 
on account of the previous adé:ddevrrov, is not to the point; 
comp. Acts xxvi. 7, where the same words are added with éy 
EKTEVELG. 


Ver. 4. As in Rom. i11, Phil. i. 8, and other passages, 
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Paul also expresses here his longing to see the person to 
whom the epistle is addressed. The participle éwiodov is 
subordinate to the previous éyw; to it, in turn, the next 
participle peypvnuévos is subordinated. The longing for 
Timothy causes him to be continually remembered in the 
apostle’s prayers, and the remembrance is nourished by think- 
ing of his tears. — cov Tav Saxpvwv] By these are meant—as 
the verb peuvnuévos shows—not tears which “Timothy shed ” 
when at a distance from the apostle (Wiesinger), and of 
which he knew only through a letter (which Timothy there- 
fore “shed by letter,’ Hofmann); but the tears of which he 
himself had been witness, the tears which Timothy shed 
probably on his departure from him (van Oosterzee, Plitt). 
These were, to the apostle, a proof of Timothy’s love to him, 
and produced in him the desire of seeing Timothy again, that 
he might thereby be filled with joy. In this connection of 
the clauses with one another, the apostle has not yet given the 
object of thanks appropriate to the ydpw éyw; he does not 
do so till ver. 5.'— According to Hofmann, the reason of the 
thanks is already given in the participial clause peyvnpévos. 
But the idea that Paul thanks God for Timothy’s tears, is out 
of all analogy with the other epistles of the apostle. Even 
the wva yapas mAnpwOS is against this view, for the apostle 
could not possibly say that he remembers Timothy’s tears in 
order that he may be filled with joy. 

Ver. 5. ‘Yropvnow AaBov ths x«.7.r.] This participial 
clause is to be taken neither with peyvnuévos nor with 
ériTro¥av (de Wette, Leo); the sense forbids us to subordinate 
it to one of these ideas, and the want of the copula xaé to 
co-ordinate it with them. Otto joins it with wa yapdas 
mArnpoba: “that I may be filled with joy, as I (sc. by thy 
personal presence in Rome) receive a renewal of my remem- 
brance of thy unfeigned faith.’ Against this construction, 

1 Against this view it cannot be maintained that it makes a subordinate 
participle wzvnuéves depend on the subordinate participle é:oda», for that is 
not in itself impossible ; nor can it be said ‘‘that the insertion of a clause 
veponusvos between ideiy ce and ive is intolerable,” since the chief stress is not on 
Hepynwtvos, but on éairoéay x.7.2. Further, it cannot provoke objection that 


Timothy’s tears nourished in the apostle the longing to see him again, since 
these were a proof of his love—and of his faith. 
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however, there are the following reasons :——(1) That to supply 
“by thy presence” is not only arbitrary, but does not suit 
with the idea trdéuvnow rAapBdvew, since the impression 
made on us by anything before the eyes cannot be described 
as reminding us of that thing. (2) That, if the remembrance 
of Timothy’s constancy in the faith is so unceasing with the 
apostle that he thanks God for it, it is quite inconceivable 
how he could still wish to receive a dmduvnocs of it. (3) That 
we see ourselves forced by it to prefer the reading AapBavev 
(which Tisch. adopted) to AaCwv.—The only remaining 
course is to connect tropuy. AaB. with ydpw éyo TO Oe@ (so 
Wiesinger, Plitt, and others). It does stand at some distance 
from it, but that cannot be considered a good reason against 
the construction. The construction in Phil. i. 3-5 is similar. 
Nor can we make objection that “ Paul according to this view 
would not thank God because Timothy stands in such faith, 
but because he has been brought to his recollection” (Hof- 
mann), for the participial clause does not give the reason of 
the thanksgiving directly, but only hints at it. It is the 
same here as at Eph. i 15 and Col. i. 3, where, too, the 
subject of thanksgiving is not the axovew, but that which the 
apostle had heard. — irrdpuvnow AaBdv is not equivalent to 
“recordans, as I remember” (de Wette: “ retaining the remem- 
brance”), for tropvnots in the N. T. (comp. 2 Pet. i. 13, 
iii. 1; also Ecclus. xvi. 11; 2 Macc. vi. 17) has an active 
signification; it is equivalent, therefore, to “since I have 
received remembrance,” 7.¢. “since I have been reminded ” 
(Wiesinger, van Oosterzee, Hofmann). It is not said what 
had reminded the apostle of Timothy’s faith. Bengel sup- 
poses that it was externa quacdam occasio, or a nuntius a 
Timotheo ; Wiesinger, that it was Onesimus. But it suits 
better with the context to regard the tears just mentioned as 
causing the recollection, inasmuch as they were to the apostle 
a proof of his unfeigned faith. It is unnecessary to derive 
the vrouvnots from some inner working of the apostle’s soul 
(so formerly in this commentary); there is no hint of any 
such thing. The present AawRdver is not against this inter- 
pretation, since these tears came so vividly before the apostle’s 
soul that he was thereby reminded more and more of 
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Timothy’s faith. — rijs év col dvuToxpitov miotews] see 
1 Tim. i. 5; this, now, is the subject of the thanksgiving. — 
As Paul is conscious that the God whom he serves was the 
God also of his ancestors, he can remind Timothy of the fact 
that the faith which dwells in him was before the possession 
of his grandmother and mother.'"— ris év@xnoe mpatov] 
évoixety as in ver. 14; Rom. viii, 11; 2 Cor. vi. 16. The 
word is chosen here “ to denote faith on its objective side as 
a possession coming from God” (Wiesinger), and it declares 
that “it has not become a merely transient feeling, but an 
abiding principle of life dwelling in them” (van Oosterzee). 
— mpOrtov is not, with Luther, to be translated by “ before,” 
but to be taken in its proper meaning, in reference to the 
mpoyovot of Timothy. The point brought out is, that Timothy 
was not the first of his family to be a believer, but we cannot 
press the point so far as to suppose that a distinction is drawn 
between the apostle whose ancestors served God as Jews, 
while Timothy’s ancestors were heathen (so Hofmann). — év 77 
aun cov K.7.r.] Regarding paypn, see Wahl on the passage. 
—tThis grandmother of Timothy is not mentioned elsewhere. 
Of the mother, it is said in Acts xvi. 1 ff. that she was a yuv7 
*Iovdaia mot); her name is given only here. The mention 
of the two is not to be regarded as a superfluous—or even 
surprising—afterthought. Paul might repose in Timothy all 
the greater confidence, that he, brought up by a pious mother, 
had before him her example and that of his grandmother. — 
This confidence the apostle expresses still more definitely in 
the next words: zémewpat dé, OTe Kat év cot, with which 
Heydenreich wrongly supplies évovxjoes instead of évosxe?. 
Ver. 6. Av iy aitiav avayipynoko oe x.7.r.] This verse 


1 Since Timothy’s dvexéxpiros riers is Christian faith, faith in Jesus Christ, it 
is manifestly wrong to regard the wiees of the grandmother and mother as only 
faith in the O. T. promise (Otto); the relative #7: shows that the two are 
identical. From Paul’s ascription to himself of a Aarpsvav dad xpoyavwy, We 
cannot infer, with Otto, that the “matter of faith on the part of Timothy’s xpéyove: 
cannot be taken further than on the part of the apostle’s xpyove.” The apostle 
does not at all boast of the riers of his ancestors, but says merely that he serves 
the same God as they had served. Timothy’s faith could only mean something 
to him, if it was not only faith in the promise, but also faith in Him who 
had appeared according to the promise. 
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contains the chief thought of the whole chapter. By & #v 
aitiay (a formula which occurs in Paul only here, at ver. 12, 
and at Tit. 1. 13; airéa not at all in the other Pauline 
epistles), the apostle connects his exhortation with the previous 
méretopat K.T.r., Since his conviction of Timothy’s faith was 
the occasion of his giving the exhortation. There is no 
ground for the objection raised by Otto against this connec- 
tion of thought, that air/a “never expresses anything but the 
external objective occasion ;” he is no less wrong in wishing 
to refer ov’ jy aitiay not to dvapipryncKe, but to avakwrupelv. 
In that case the apostle would have written 8 jv aitiav 
avatwrvper x.7.r. (as Otto explains the expression). The 
verb avapipyynoKew, properly, “remind of something,” contains 
in itself the idea of exhorting; the apostle finely interprets 
the word so as to make Timothy appear himself conscious of 
the duty which was urged on him; drroumvyicKew is often 
used exactly in this way.— avafwrupey TO ydpiocua Tod 
Ocod] avafwrupeiv: a. rAey.: “fan into life again;” comp. 
Jamblichus, De Vit. Pyth. chap. xvi.: dveGwordpes 7d Oeiov ev abr. 
By xdpiopa tr. O. is meant here, as in 1 Tim. iv. 14, the fitness 
(ixavorns) bestowed by God on Timothy for discharging the 
épyov evayyeduotod (iv. 5), which fitness includes both the 
capacity and also (though Hofmann denies this) zeal and 
spirit for official labours. The context shows that the courage 
of a Christian martyr is here specially meant. This wappncia 
is not the work of man, but the gift of God’s grace to man. 
It can only be kept alive unceasingly by the labour of man. 
Chrysostom: de? cov mpoOuulas mpos TO xdpicua tod Ocod 

. ev hiv yap ott Kal cBéoat, Kal avdryrat todTo’ bro pév 
yap pabvuias nal dxndias oBévvuta, bro 8é vippews Kal 
mpocoyns Sueyeiperat. Bengel is not incorrect in remarking 
on this exhortation: videtur Timotheus, Paulo diu carens, 
nonnihil remisisse; certe nunc ad majora stimulatur. His 
former zeal seems to have been weakened, particularly by the 
apostle’s suffering (ver. 8), so that it needed to be quickened 
again.! Otto here, too, understands by ydpucpa, the “right 


1 It has been already remarked (Introd. § 3, p. 27) that Otto is not justified 
in accusing Timothy of having almost laid down his office through anxiety and 
timidity. It is a part of this accusation that Otto here finds it said that 
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of office;” but this does not accord with the verb dvafwrupeir, 
since the right did not need to be revived. However Timothy 
might conduct himself in regard to the right imparted to him, 
it remained always the same; if he did not exercise it as he 
should have done, he himself or his activity needed the 
avatwrupeiv, but not the right which had been delivered to 
him with the office.’ On the next words: 6 éotw év cot dia THs 
érbécews. THY yerpOv yov, comp. 1 Tim. iv. 14. There can 
be no reason for doubting that the same act is meant in both 
passages. As to the difficulty that, whereas in the former 
passage it was the presbytery, here it is Paul who is said to have 
imposed hands, see the remark on that passage. The reason 
for this lies both in the character of the epistle, “which has 
for its foundation and in part for its subject the personal 
relation between the apostle and Timothy,” as well as in 
Paul’s exhortation to Timothy in ver. 8, “to make the gift an 
effective agent for him through whom the gift was received” 
(Wiesinger). 

Ver. 7. The exhortation in ver. 6, Paul confirms by point- 
ing to the spirit which God has given to His own people: od 
yap &axev juiv 0 Ocds rvedpa Setdias| By Hpiv, Otto under- 
stands not Christians in general, but the apostle and Timothy 
in particular as office-bearers. The context, however, does 
not demand such special reference, since the apostle, in order 
to confirm his exhortation to Timothy, might very well appeal 
to a fact which had been experienced by Christians in general 
as well as by himself. Besides, the suas in ver. 9 is against 
Otto’s view. IIvedua here is either——(1) the objective spirit of 
God, the Holy Spirit (Bengel, Heydenreich, Otto), of whom it 
is first said negatively that it is not a spirit of decAda, ae. not 
‘Timothy was to resume the duties delivered to him by the apostolic laying on 
of hands.” — The meaning of é»z@wavpeiv is mistaken by van Oosterzee and Plitt, 
if they think that we cannot infer from it that there had been an actual decrease 
of Timothy’s official zeal. 

1 Otto contends, that ‘‘along with the office, when the hands were laid on 
him, Timothy received the understanding, the personal gifts for filling it.” 
Against this it is to be remarked—(1) That the natural talents are not bestowed 
along with the office, but the conscious and intentional concentration and 
employment of them in the office, otherwise the receiver of the office is only a 


dead machine in it; and (2) that the apostle, in laying on hands, acted as the 
instrument of the Holy Spirit ; and of this Timothy was also aware. 
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a spirit producing deAda in man, and then positively that it 
is a spirit of dvvapyis «.7.d., ie. a spirit imparting Svvapes to 
man; or (2) wvedpa is the subjective condition of man, the 
spiritual life wrought in him by the Spirit of God (Mack, 
Matthies, Leo, similarly, too, Hofmann’), which is then 
described more precisely as a spirit, not of Seda, but of 
dvvauis «7.4. The context in which the similar passage in 
Romans stands, and especially the passage corresponding to 
this in Gal. iv. 6, make the first view preferable. — decAla 
denotes timidity in the struggle for the kingdom of God; 
comp. John xiv. 27; Rev. xxi. 7, 8—The ideas dvvamss, 
ayarn, and cwdpovicpds are closely related to each other. 
That the Christian, as a warrior of God, may rightly wage the 
warfare to which he is appointed, he needs first dvvapus, tc. 
power, not only to withstand the attacks of the world, but 
also to gain an increasing victory over the world. He has 
need next of daya7n, which never suffers him to lose sight of 
the goal of the struggle, ac. the salvation of his brethren, and 
urges him to labour towards it with all self-denial. Lastly, 
he has need of cwppovcpds. While Chrysostom and Theo- 
phylact leave it uncertain whether this word is to be taken 
intransitively, reflectively, or transitively (Theophylact : 7) wa 
coppoves Oper’... 7) Wa cwppovicpov Exopev TO TrEedpa, 
Kav TIS TELpacpos Hyiv emuyévnTat, Tpds Twppovicpoyv TOUTOY 
Sexoucla 7) va Kai addow Bev cwppovictat), later exposi- 
tors (Hofmann too: “discretion”) have taken it as synony- 
mous with caPpoctvy (thus Augustine, ad Bonif. iv. chap. d : 
continentia; Vulgate: sobrietas; Beza: sanitas animi; Leo: 
temperantia) ; de Wette, Wiesinger, van Oosterzee, Plitt make 
it reflective, “self-control” (properly, therefore, “the cappdvicis 
directed towards oneself”). Neither explanation, however, 
can be justified by usage. Etymology and usage are decidedly 
in favour of the transitive meaning, which therefore must be 
maintained, with Otto, unless we attribute to the apostle a 
mistake in the use of the word. In itself the Holy Spirit 
might be called wvedua cwdhpovicpod in the other sense, since 

1 Hofmann, to a certain extent, combines the two, saying : ‘‘ The spirit which 


we have received is, looking to its source, the Spirit of God; but, looking to 
what we become through it, it becomes in us the spirit of our life thus created.” 
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the cwdpovifew is His characteristic, He practises it; but, as 
the preceding genitives denote effects, and not qualities, of the 
spirit, the genitive cwppovicpod would stand to wvedya in a 
relation differing from that of the other genitives. The Holy 
Spirit can therefore receive such a designation here, only in 
so far as He produces the cwdpovifew (comp. Tit. il. 4) in the 
Christian, z.e. impels him not to remain inactive when others 
go wrong, but to correct them that they may desist. ‘Thus 
taken, the idea of caPpovicpes appropriately includes that of 
ayarn, part of which is to be active in amending the unhappy 
circumstances of the church,—here all the more appropriately 
because the thought which is true of all Christians is specially 
applied here to Timothy.’ 

Ver. 8. M1) ody (deduction from what has preceded: since 
God has given us the spirit of dvvamis «.7.r., then, etc.) 
erarcxuvOns TO wapTtiplov Tod Kuplov yuov] On the construc- 
tion, comp. Rom. i. 16: od érascytvopar TO ebaryyédov, — 
paptupwoy, like paptupety in 1 Tim. ii. 16, does not denote 
the martyrdom of Christ, nor even specially the testimony 
regarding the martyr-death of Christ (Chrysostom: ja 
aicxybvou, 6Tt Tov éeotavpwpévov Knpvacers), but more gene- 
rally the testimony regarding Christ, which certainly includes 
the other special meaning. Kvpéov is not the subjective 
genitive (Wahl: testimonium quod dixit Jesus de rebus 
divinis quas audivit a Patre; Hofmann: “the truth of salva- 
tion witnessed by Christ””), but the objective (de Wette, 
Wiesinger).—The connection between this and the preceding 
thought is brought out by Bengel’s words: timorem pudor 
comitatur ; victo timore, fugit pudor malus. — pndé éuée tov 
décpuov avtod] Paul places himself in immediate connection 
with the gospel, as he was a prisoner because of his witness 
of Christ; and the reason of the special mention of himself 
lies in the summons to Timothy to come to him at Rome? 

The explanation here given of cwpponeuss is in substantial agreement with 
pap ep by Otto, except that Otto regards the cappoucuss as a work, official 

? Hofmann for this explanation appeals wrongly to 1 Cor. i. 6, ii. 1; besides, 
“apripioy does not mean “‘ truth of salvation,” unless it is so defined. 


3 Wiesinger : ‘‘Here the twofold contents of the epistle are set forth as the 
theme ; for the contents of the epistle are simply the general duties laid on 
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Paul calls himself Sécpu10s Xpiorod here and at Eph. iii. 1, 
Philem. 9, because he bore his bonds for Christ’s sake; 
or better, because “Christ (Christ’s cause) had brought him 
into imprisonment and was keeping him there” (Winer, 
p. 178 [E. T. p. 236]; Meyer on Eph. iii. 1; Wiesinger). 
The expression in Philem. 13: decpot Tod evaryyedtov, forbids 
the explanation : “a prisoner belonging to Christ.” Hofmann 
is inaccurate: “a prisoner whose bonds are part of his 
relation to Christ.” —ddAa cvyKxaxoTdbncov TO cvayyerio] 
“but suffer with (sc. me) for the gospel ;” the verb, occurring 
only here and perhaps at i. 3 (the simple form at ii. 9, iv. 5; 
Jas. v. 13), is limited more precisely by the reference to the 
previous eué. Luther (“suffer with the gospel, as I do”) 
refers the cvy to the dative following; but against this there 
is the unsuitable collocation of person and thing. Chry- 
sostom rightly says: cuvyxaxord@ncov, dnol, TO evayyeria, 
ovy as TOD evayyedlov KaxoTaBodvTos, GAAA TOV paOnTHY 
dueyelpwv wep Tov evayyediou mdcyev. The dative 7@ 
evayy. is to be taken as dativus commodi (Mack, Matthies, 
Wiesinger, van Oosterzee, Plitt, Hofmann), as in Phil. i. 27: 
cvva9ro0vTes TH TioTes TOD evayyediov; in Heb. xi. 25: 
avyKakovyeiaGar T@ Aa@, the dative has another meaning. — 
Kata Stvapiv Oeod] These words do not belong, as Heinrichs 
thinks possible, to 7@ evayyedtw, in the sense: doctrina cui 
inest Svvapyss Ocod, but to the preceding verb. The meaning, 
however, is not: “ strengthened through God’s aid” (Heyden- 
reich), but xara denotes the suitability : “in accordance with 
the power of God which is effectual in thee,” or “ which will 
not fail thee” (Hofmann). Avvayis Oeod is not here “the 
power produced by God,” nor is it “God’s own power” 
(Wiesinger), in the sense of an abstract idea apart from its 
actual working in the believer. 

Ver. 9. In the series of participial and relative clauses 
which here follow each other in the Pauline manner, the 
apostle details the saving works of God’s grace, not so much 
“to bring into prominence the S¥vauis Ocod” (Wiesinger), as 
to strengthen the exhortation in ver. 8.— Tod c@cavTos tmas 


Timothy as a preacher of the gospel, and the particular service of love which he 
was to render to the imprisoned apostle,” 
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Kal Kadécavtos KAjoet ayia] This thought is closely related 
to the one preceding, since the mention of the divine act of 
love serves to give strength in working and suffering for the 
gospel. — The xareiy is placed after the cwfew, because the 
salvation of God, the cwrnpia, is imparted to man by God 
through the call. The thought is to be taken generally of all 
Christians, and not merely to be referred to Paul and Timothy, 
as several expositors think, at the same time explaining 
KAnors of the special call to the office of Christian teacher 
(Heydenreich). — Kdjous in the N. T. constantly denotes the 
call to partake in the kingdom of God, the call being made 
outwardly by the preaching of the gospel, inwardly by the 
influence of the spirit working through the word. Knrjots 
and kane are similarly joined in Eph. iv. 1.— The added 
ayia defines the xAjots more precisely in its nature, not in 
its working (de Wette, “ hallowing ”).—-In order to denote the 
cotew * and carey as purely acts of God’s grace, and thus set 
the love of God in clearer light, Paul adds the words: ov 
KaTa TA épya Hav, dAdAa «.7.r. The first clause is negative, 
declaring that our works were not the standard (card) of that 
divine activity (comp. Tit. iii 5). The second clause is 
positive, setting forth the principle by which alone God has 
guided himself. De Wette is inaccurate in explaining cara 
as giving the motive; that is not given by cara, but by é&; 
comp. Rom. ix. 11. The only rule for God in the work of 
redemption is God’s (dia mpd@eots; comp. on this Rom. 
viii. 28 f£.; Eph. i. 11; Tit. iii, 5: card tov avtod éreov. 
"Idvos is here emphatic, in order to show that this his purpose 
has its ground in himself alone.?— cal ydpw tiv S00cicav 
npiv év Xpict@ Inood mpd ypdvwv aiwviov| By this addition 
still greater emphasis is laid on the thought contained in the 
previous words, since the idia mpodecws is called a ydpos 
which has been already given us in Christ mpd xpovev 
aiwviov. It is natural to take mpd ypov. aiwv. as identical 
with mpo rév aidvev, 1 Cor. ii. 7 (Eph. i. 4: mpd xataBonrjs 

1 De Wette’s assertion, that with Paul God is never the Saviour, is contra- 
dicted by 1 Cor, i. 21. 


® Tpeéeos, as Wiesinger rightly remarks, is not equivalent to “‘ foreordina- 
tion,” but to ‘‘ purpose ;” see Rom. i. 13; Eph. i. 9, 11. 
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xoomov), i.e. to regard it as a term for eternity, since the 
Xpovot ai@vios are the times beginning with the creation (so 
hitherto in this commentary). Heydenreich and others with 
this view explain d/Sovaz as equivalent to “destinare, appoint;” 
but as the word does not possess this meaning, it is better to 
adhere to the idea of giving, but in an ¢deal signification, “in 
so far as that which God resolves in eternity is already as 
good as realized in time” (de Wette). “Ev Xpiotd Incod, 
which is attached immediately to do@e?cav, denotes Christ 
Jesus as the mediator through whom grace is imparted to us, 
but in such a way that Christ’s mediatorship is regarded as 
one provided by God before time was.’ But the expression 
™po xpov. aiwv, may be otherwise taken. In Tit. i. 2, it 
clearly has a weaker signification, viz. “from time imme- 
morial” (similarly Luke i. 70: am’ aidvos). If the expression 
be taken in that way here, doetcav may be explained in the 
sense that to us the ydpus is already given in the promise 
(Tit. i. 2 also refers to God’s promise); so Hofmann. In 
that case, however, év Xpict® "Incod is not to be taken in 
the sense of mediation, which does not agree with the addi- 
tion of “Incod to XpiotS, but as Hofmann explains it: “rH 
500. nu. év Xpiotd “Inood denotes that the grace given us 
was given that Christ Jesus might be given us; He, however, 
has been given us from the beginning of time, when God pro- 
mised the Saviour who was to appear in the person of Jesus.” 
This view (especially on account of Tit. i. 2) might be preferred 
to the one previously mentioned. As contrasted with xara ta 
Epya juov, stress is to be laid on wpd ypdvwv aiwviwv. If the 
imparting of the grace is eternal (resting on the eternal counsel 
of God), it is all the less dependent on the works of man. 
Ver. 10. DavepwGeicay dé viv] These words form a contrast 
with tyv Sofcicay . . . Tpo xpov. aiwy., the grace being con- 


1 Hofmann, in his Schriftbew. I. p. 232, puts forward the explanation : ‘It 
is the eternal conduct of God the Father to the Son, in which and with which 
there is given to us who are in Christ the grace of God eternally ;’’ but he has 
since withdrawn it.— Wiesinger remarks that the rpoéecis is not to be understood 
of a purpose in reference to individuals, but of the purpose in reference to the 
world, and that every position of the individual is grounded on this eternal grace 
presented to the world in Christ ; but this limitation is in no way indicated by 
the context. 
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cealed which was bestowed on Christians in Christ before the 
ages. It is to be observed that the idea of the davépwous 
does not refer here to the decree, but to the grace of God; 
Heydenreich is therefore inaccurate in saying that “the 
gavepodv here denotes the execution of the divine decree 
which was made from eternity, and has now come forth from 
its concealment.” The means by which the ¢avépwous of the 
divine grace has been made, the apostle calls the émuddvea 
TOU TaTHpos juov Xpiotov “Inood, *Emipdvea is used only 
here to denote the appearance of Christ in the flesh. As a 
matter of course (so, too, van Oosterzee, Plitt, and others), it 
denotes not only the birth of Christ, but also His whole 
presence on the earth up to His ascension. There is added 
Tov cwTHpos Hav in reference to Tod cHcavTos juas, ver. 9, 
in order to make it clear that the grace eternally given to us 
was made manifest by the appearance of Christ Jesus, because 
He appeared as our cwryp (see on 1 Tim. i. 1). The means 
by which He showed Himself to be this, and by which He 
revealed that grace, are told us in the two participial clauses: 
KaTapyjcavtos pév tov Odvatov, dwticavtos S& fCwnv Kab 
apbapciav dia tod evayyediov.— xatapyeiv, properly, “make 
ineffectual,” means here, as in 1 Cor, xv. 26, Heb. ii. 14, 
“bring to nought.” Odvaros is death, as the power to which 
man is, for his sins, made subject, both for time and for 
eternity. It is not the “prince of the realm of the dead,” as 
Heydenreich thinks (also in Heb. ii. 14 there is a distinction 
between @dvaros and didBoros). Still less to the point is the 
hypothesis of de Wette, that the catapyety tov Odvarov is 
spoken “with subjective reference to the power of death over 
the mind, or the fear of death;” the discussion here is not of 
subjective states of feeling, but of objective powers. The 
question whether @avaros means here physical or eternal 
death, may be answered in this way, that the apostle regards 
the two as one in their inner relation to one another? The 
second clause: Pwticavtos o€ x.7.d., corresponds with the first: 
katapy. %.7.A. Porifew has usually the intransitive significa- 

* Wiesinger: ‘‘Death as the power to which the whole man, both body and 


soul, has fallen a prey in consequence of sin, and which makes the bodily death 
the precursor of death eternal,” 
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tion: “ shine,” Rev. xxii. 5; but it occurs also as transitive, 
both in the literal and derivative sense, Rev. xxi. 23, 
John i. 9. In 1 Cor. iv. 5, it is synonymous with g¢avepodv: 
“bring to light from concealment ;” so, too, in Ecclus. xxiv. 30, 
and in this sense it is used here. The expression is all 
the more pointed that @dvatos is “a power of darkness” 
(Wiesinger); comp. Luke i. 79. — Heydenreich’s explanation : 
“Christ raised the hope of immortality to fullest certainty,” 
weakens the apostle’s meaning. fw denotes the blessed life 
of the children of God, which is further described as eternal, 
ever-during, by the epexegetical cal af@apcia (Wiesinger). 
This life was originally hid in God, but Christ brought it to 
light out of concealment, and brought it d:a rod evayyeriov. 
These added words are to be referred only to the second 
clause, for the annihilation of death was not effected by the 
gospel, but by Christ’s death and resurrection.—On the other 
hand, the revelation of life was made by the preaching of the 
gospel, inasmuch as Christ thereby places before us the fw7) 
kai abGapoia as the inheritance assigned us in Him. —TIt is 
incorrect, with Wiesinger, to separate dud tod evayyediov from 
the nearest verb to which it is thoroughly suited if taken in 
a natural sense, and to connect it with the more distant 
pavepwbeicav, the means of which, moreover, is already 
given in dua THs éripaveias. Plitt wrongly thinks that the 
construction here is somewhat careless, and that ova t. evaryy. 
is to be co-ordinated with dia rhs émepavelas, giving a still 
more precise definition to favepwleicar, 

Ver. 11. Eis 6 éréOnv «.7.X.] With these words the apostle 
turns to his office and his suffering in his office, in corre- 
spondence with pndé éuée t. déop. avdrod, ver. 8. The relative 
& does not refer to the thoughts expressed in the previous 
verses, but to evayyediov: “for which,’ ae. in order to preach 
it. Comp. the parallel passages in 1 Tim. ii. 7. 

Ver. 12. Av Hy airiay (see on ver. 6) refers to what 
immediately precedes: “therefore, because I am appointed 


apostle.” — xat tadta mdoyw] goes back to ver. 8. Kav 
expresses the relation corresponding to what was said in 
ver. 11.— arn ovk érratoytvomas] viz. of the sufferings; said 


in reference to yu ody émacoxuvO7s in ver. 8. Imprisonment 
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is to me not a disgrace, but a catynua; comp. Rom. v. 3; 
Col. i. 24. The apostle thereby declares that his suffering 
does not prevent him from preaching the paprdipiov tod 
xupiov (ver. 8) as a xnpvE «.7.A. The reason is given in the 
next words: oda ydp @ meriotevea. Heydenreich inaccu- 
rately: “I know Him on whom I have trusted;” de Wette 
rightly : “I know on whom I have set my trust.” — This is 
defined more precisely by: xal méresopat, OTs Svvatos éote 
«.T.X., which words are closely connected with those previous, 
in the sense: I know, that He in whom I trust is mighty, 
etc. — The confidence that God can keep His rapa@yx«n, is 
the reason of his ov« érasoytverOat, With oida... Kat 
méreccpar, comp. Rom. xiv. 14; with drs duv. éore, comp. 
Rom. xi. 23, xiv. 4; 2 Cor. ix. 8.— On the meaning of tiv 
mapaOnkny (Rec. mapaxatabyknyv) jou, expositors have spoken 
very arbitrarily. Theodoret says: mapaxataOyxny, Thy 
mist dnot Kal TO Kipuypa, % TOS TioTOds, ods TrapéBeTO 
avTe 0 Xpioros 7) ods avTos mapéeTo TH Kup, 7) TAapaKaTa- 
Onxnv rAéyes THY avTyswcOlav.— The same substantive occurs 
again at ver. 13; so, too, at 1 Tim. vi. 20.—It is hardly 
possible to imagine that Paul in ver. 14 should have meant 
something else by wapa0yxn than he means here; all the 
less that he connects the same verb with it in both passages. 
Though here we have mov, and God is the subject, still the 
supposition is not thereby justified? The genitive wou may 
either be subjective or objective. In the former case, 1) trapaé. 
ov is something which Paul has entrusted or commended to 


1 Wiesinger adduces three counter-reasons—(1) in ver. 14 gvadecey is repre- 
sented as Timothy’s business, here as God’s; (2) in ver. 14 supuéjxn refers to 
the doctrine, here it is represented as a personal possession ; (3) in ver. 14 he is 
discussing the right behaviour for Timothy, here the confidence in the right 
behaviour. But against the first reason, it is to be observed that @vadecsy of 
every gift of grace is the business both of God and of the man to whom it is 
entrusted ; in ver. 11 it is expressly said, 0 rvevuaros dyiov. Against the second 
reason, it may be urged that to interpret rapadjxn of doctrine in ver. 14 is at 
least doubtful; but even if it were correct, still the gospel, too, might be 
regarded as something given personally to the apostle; comp. 1 Tim. i. 11: 
7d ebayytrioy . . . demirreddny tye ; Rom, ii. 16: 30 ebayaytassy mov. Against the 
third reason, it may be said that no one can really keep the blessing entrusted 
to him without having confidence that God keeps it for him, and no one can 
have this confidence without himself preserving the blessing (3% ay. dyiov). 
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God ; in the latter, something which God has entrusted to Paul, 
or laid aside for him (a deposit destined for him). With the 
former view Hofmann understands by tapay«n the apostle’s 
soul which he has commended to God; but there is nothing in 
the context to indicate this. Hofmann appeals to Ps. xxxi. 6; 
but against this it is to be observed that nothing can justify 
him in supplying the idea of “soul” with the simple word 
tapadyixn—With the latter view of the genitive, Wiesinger 
understands by it the fw) Kal apOapcia (iv. 8: 6 duavoctyns 
orépavos) already mentioned; so, too, Plitt; van Oosterzee, 
too, agrees with this view, though he, without good grounds, 
explains pov as a subjective genitive. Against this inter- 
pretation there is the fact that with the sentence els 6 éré@nv 
the apostle’s thought has already turned from the fo) xal 
ag@Gapcia to his Svaxovia. The following interpretation suits 
best with the context: for what other reason could there be 
for the apostle’s ov« éraiyvvowat than the confidence that 
God would keep the dvaxovia in which, or for whose sake, he 
had to suffer, would keep it so that it would not be injured 
by his suffering—lIt is less suitable to understand by the 
mapaOnkn the gospel, because the pov, pointing to something 
entrusted to the apostle personally, does not agree with this. 
By adding eis éxetvny tiv juépav, the apostle sets forth that 
the wapaOy«n is not only kept “ili that day” (Heydenreich, 
Wiesinger, Otto’), but “for that day,” i. that it may be then 
manifested in its uninjured splendour. The phrase éxeivn 
% juépa is equivalent to 7 1uépa tov Xpictod, “the day 
of Christ’s second coming”; it is found also in ver. 18, 
iv. 8, 2 Thess. 1 10, and more frequently in the Gospels. 
On the meaning of the preposition eis, comp. Meyer on Phil. 
i AO: 

Ver. 13. Exhortation to Timothy. — trotirwow éye vysat- 


1 Otto wrongly uses this passage to support his assertion that in this epistle 
‘‘there is no trace to be found of forebodings and expectations of death.” He 
says: ‘‘If Paul has confidence in the Lord, that he can maintain for him the 
rupubixn till the xapovciz, he must also have hoped that his official work would 
not be interrupted by his bodily death, since the apostle in it does not in any 
way express the hope that God would maintain for him his official work till the 
day of Christ.” The ‘‘for him” is arbitrarily imported, and gvadccey does not 
mean “‘ maintain,” 
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vOvTwY AOYywr, Ov K.T.A.] For brotimwors here,as in 1 Tim.i. 16, 
“type” is to be retained. There is no reason for explaining 
the word here by “sketch” (Flatt), or docendi forma et 
ratio (Beza), or a written sketch given by the apostle to 
Timothy (Herder). Timothy is to carry with him the words 
he had heard from Paul as a type, ve. in order to direct his 
ministry according to it. Luther translates trotimwous by 
“ pattern” (so, too, de Wette, Wiesinger, and others), but the 
reference thus given is not in the words themselves. The verb 
éyewv stands here in the sense of xaréyev. Bengel rightly: 
vult Paulus ea, quae Timotheus semel audierat, semper animo 
ejus observari et impressa manere. It is incorrect, with 
Hofmann, to take trot. vysaw. Aoyov as the predicate of the 
object, and to assume accordingly that it is a contracted form 
for Urotimwow exe byrawovtTwv oywv THY UToTUTWCLW TOV 
AOyov wv «.7.r. Such a contraction is inconceivable, nor does 
Hofmann give any instance to prove its possibility. The words 
év TH TlotTer Kal aydan TH K.T.A.. Which are neither to be 
joined with #xoveas, nor, with Hofmann, referred to what 
follows, show that the @ye does not take place externally, 
but is an effort of memory. ’Ev is not equivalent to “ with” 
(Heydenreich) ; the wéotus and dyd7n are rather regarded as 
the vessel, in which Timothy is to keep that type. The 
added words: 77 €v Xpiot@ *Incod, which go only with ayarn 
(de Wette, Wiesinger, Hofmann), mark the Christian character 
of the love which Paul desires from Timothy: “the love 
grounded in Jesus Christ;” comp. 1 Tim. i. 14. On the 
expression oy. vy. comp. 1 Tim. i. 10. The article is 
wanting, “ because this expression had become quite current 
(like vomos and others) with the author” (de Wette, Wiesinger). 
— Why this exhortation, as de Wette thinks, gives Timothy 
a low place, we cannot understand; every appearance of such 
a thing disappears when it is remembered that the apostle, 
grey-headed and near his end, is speaking to his pupil and 
colleague after enduring painful experience of the unfaith- 
fulness of others, to which unfaithfulness he returns after- 
wards. — Even de Wette wrongly asserts that this verse 
has no connection with the one preceding; for Paul has 
been speaking of himself and of the gospel entrusted to him, 
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with the desire that Timothy should always keep in mind his 
example. 

Ver. 14. The exhortation in this verse is most closely 
connected with that in ver. 13, for apaOyx«n here, as in 
ver. 12, is the ministry of the gospel. — tv Kadjv rapabynenv 
gvrakor] % Karz trapabyxn is, like 9 Kady didacKxadia, 1 Tim. 
iv. 6; 0 Kards dyov x.7.r., to be taken in a general objective 
sense. There is no sufficient reason for interpreting wapa0nnn 
otherwise than in ver. 12——whether, with Wiesinger and 
Hofmann, as equivalent to “ the sound doctrine,” or, with van 
Oosterzee, as equivalent to To ydpsowa. Since all that the 
apostle has enjoined on Timothy from ver. 6 onward has 
special reference to the discharge of his office, we may surely 
understand srapa@yxn to have the same meaning here as in 
ver. 12; besides, as already remarked, it is not conceivable 
that Paul, in two sentences so closely connected, should have 
used the same word with different meanings. It need not 
excite wonder that in ver. 12 Paul looks to God for the pre- 
servation of the wapaOyxn, while here he lays it on Timothy 
as a duty; God’s working does not exclude the activity of 
man. PvdrAdocew here, as in ver. 12, is: “to keep from harm 
unuyured,’ and from the tendency of the whole epistle it is 
clear that this exhortation referred to the heresy which per- 
verted the gospel. — ova mvedpatos dayiov] Chrysostom: ov 
yap éotly avOpwrrivns Wuyijs ovdé Suvdpews, TocadTa éwric- 
tev0évta apkécar mpos tiv pvraxnv. Timothy is not to 
employ any human means for preserving the rapaOynxn; the 
only means is to be the Holy Spirit, 2.2. he is to let the Spirit 
work in him free and unconfined, and only do that to which 
the Spirit impels him. The Spirit, however, is not something 
distant from him, as is shown by the words: tod évoixovytos 
év npuiv, On évotxovytos, comp. ver. 5. °Ev myiv denotes 
the Spirit as the one principle of the new life, working in all 
believers. ‘Hyiv, here as in ver. 6, must not be referred 
simply to Paul and Timothy ; nor is it to be overlooked that 
Paul does not say év col. 

Ver. 15. The apostle reminds Timothy of those who had 
deserted him. This is done to incite Timothy to come to 
Rome with the greater speed, and also not to be ashamed of 
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Paul, the prisoner of Christ, as the others had been (ver. 8). — 
oidas TodTO] expresses not the probability merely (as Matthies 
says), but the certainty that he knows. — étu areotpddynoav 
we] The aorist passive has here the force of the middle voice ; 
for the same construction, comp. Tit. i 14; Heb. xii. 25; see 
Wahl on the passage, and Buttmann, p. 166. The word does 
not denote the departure of any one, but is equivalent to 
aversari, properly, “ turn one’s countenance away from any one,” 
and so “ throw off inwardly the acquaintance of any one” (so 
in the N. T., in the LXX., the Apocrypha of the O. T., and 
the classical writers; comp. Otto, p. 283). Without reason, 
de Wette denies that it has this meaning here. There is 
therefore in the verb no ground for the common opinion that 
the mavres ot év 7H ’Acig had been with Paul in Rome, and 
had again returned to Asia (Matthies, de Wette, Wiesinger). 
Nor is there more ground in the term used for the subject ; 
mavtes ot év tH ’Aci@ are “all who are in (proconsular) 
Asia;” but, as a matter of course, that cannot mean all the 
Christians there. Perhaps Paul was thinking only of his col- 
leagues who were then residing in Asia (Otto); but in that 
case he would surely have designated them more precisely. 
It is possible that the construction has its explanation in the 
addition av éotw Bvyerros Kat ‘Eppyoyévns, viz.: “all the 
Asiatics, to whom belong Phygellus and Hermogenes.” In 
any case, these two are named because they were the most 
conspicuous in their unfaithfulness to the apostle. Paul gives 
no hint of it, and we can hardly think it probable that they 
were heretics, and that the other Asiatics had also fallen away 
from the truth (Otto). 

Vv. 16-18. With these unfaithful Asiatics, Paul contrasts 
the faithfulness of Onesiphorus, probably that he might place 
an example before Timothy, — dn @deos 6 kdpios TS ’Ovnas- 
popou olx@] Suddvae édeos does not occur elsewhere in the 
N. T. Regarding the form Sn, proper to later Greek, see 
Buttmann, Aws/ihrl. Gramm. § 107, Rem. 9 ; Winer, pp. 75 f. 
[E. T. p. 94]. By o xdpsos we must understand Christ, 
according to the usage of the N. T. Onesiphorus is named 
only here and at iv. 19. Many expositors (also Hofmann) 
think that his household only is in both passages mentioned, 
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because he was no longer in life. This opinion is confirmed 
by the way in which mercy is wished for him in ver. 18 
(de Wette).— Paul expressed such a wish because of the love 
that had been shown him; te wodddkus pe aveypuEe] avae- 
xeuw, properly, “ cool,” then “refresh, enliven” (Od. iv. 568: 
7/T0p), occurring only here in the N. T. (more frequently in 
the LXX.; dvdvpvéis, Acts iii, 19), is not to be derived from 
wvyn (Beza), but from wiya. De Wette, without ground, 
thinks that a bodily refreshment of meat and drink only is 
meant; it should rather be referred more generally to all 
proofs of love on the part of Onesiphorus. These were all 
the more precious to the apostle that they were given to him 
in his imprisonment, and proved that Onesiphorus was not 
ashamed of his bonds (vv. 8,12); this is expressed in the 
words that follow. On ddvow, comp. Eph. vi. 20. — Ver. 17. 
GANG] in opposition to the preceding ov«.—-yevouevos év 
“Poépn] (comp. Matt. xxvi. 6; Acts xiii. 5). It is not said what 
moved him to journey to Rome; it is mere conjecture to 
suppose that it was business matters. — o7ovdavdrepov (Rec. 
Tisch. 8: crovdaiws) é&ntncé pe] The comparative is the right 
reading, and is to be explained by referring to +. ddAvoip 
pou ovk ermaraytvOn, “all the more eagerly” (Wiesinger, 
Hofmann).— The €n7vetv stands in sharp contrast with azre- 
otpadnoay pe, ver. 15.— The addition of cai edpe brings out 
that Onesiphorus had sought him till he found him.— Paul 
at first wished mercy only to the house of Onesiphorus; he 
now does the same to Onesiphorus himself. — Ver. 18. 
Matthies, Wiesinger, Hofmann think that evpety édeos is a 
play on words with the preceding edpe; but this is at least 
doubtful. — The repetition of kvpsos is striking: 0 Kvpuos ... 
mapa xupiov. We can hardly take these to refer to two 
different subjects (according to de Wette, the first being God, 
the second Christ ; according to Wiesinger and Hofmann, the 
very opposite).— 0 «vpsos here is in any case Christ, as in 
ver. 16, iv. 18 (certainly not: “the world-ruling, divine 
principle,” Matthies). The apostle in what follows might 
simply have said evpety édeos ev ex. Tt. tuépa; but in his 
mental vision of the judgment, seeing Christ as judge, he 
writes down tapa kxupiov just as it occurs to him, without 
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being anxious to remember that he had begun with 6¢n atTo 
6 kvpwos.! The phrase evpicxew édeos mapa with genitive does 
not occur elsewhere; only in the Song of the Three Children, 
ver. 14, have we etpety €deos; in 2 John 3: €otas... édeos 
... mapa Ocod. As to the expression, we should compare 
especially Heb. iv. 16: ta AdBwpev Edeos Kal yapw etpwpev 
(cipicx. xdpw, Luke i. 30; Acts vii. 46, and often in the 
LXX. and the Apocrypha of the O. T.). On év éxeivn tH 
népa, comp. ver. 12. This wish the apostle utters not only 
because of the love Onesiphorus had shown him in Rome, but 
also because of what he had done in Ephesus, of which, how- 
ever, he does not wish here to speak further, as it is well 
known to Timothy. — xai dca év "Edéow dienxdvnce] Heyden- 
reich, Hofmann,? and some others supply jo/, others tots 
ayiows ; both are unnecessary. Even without supplying any- 
thing, we can of course understand that he is speaking of 
services rendered in the church. On the other hand, there is 
nothing to indicate that Onesiphorus was actually a dvdxovos 
of the church. — Bérriov od ywwaoxeis| The adverb Bértiov 
only here; the comparative does not simply stand for the 
positive, see Winer, pp. 227 f. [E. T. p. 304]. There is a 
comparison implied here: “than I could tell thee,’ or the 
like.’ 


1 Van Oosterzee: ‘‘ An inartistic form of expression, in which the second 
xvpios nay be taken for the reflective pronoun.” 

? Hofmann supposes that those services are meant which Onesiphorus, after 
his return from Rome to Ephesus, rendered to the apostle for the purpose of 
disarming the charges that had brought him into prison. This, however, is a 
mere conjecture. 

3 Otto supposes that Onesiphorus was the first to seek Paul out in his im- 
prisonment, and that he brought the news spoken of from Ephesus; but these 
are conjectures which can hardly be called probable, as there is no ground on 
which to rest them. 
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CHAP PEE TL. 


Ver. 3. In place of od ow xaxorddnow, we should read ovyzaxo- 
za4noov, Which is supported by the weightiest authorities, and 
adopted by Lachm. Buttm. Tisch. It is found in A C* D* E* 
F G8 17, 31, al., Vulg. It. Aug. Ambrosiast. Pel. Gildas. The 
fee. is found apart from K L only in the altered text of C 
D E, and especially in the Greek Fathers, for which reason 
Reiche regards it as the original reading. Probably the 
beginning of ver. 1 gave occasion to the alteration, which was 
also recommended by the lack of any word to which the pre- 
fixed preposition refers. Even the occurrence in some MSs. of 
the reading ouvorpariarns for orpuriwrns is a proof that OUYHAn0T. 
is original.’ — For *Iye05 Xpiorod we should read Xpiorod ’Inood, 
following the weightiest authorities. — Ver. 4. The words rw Og 
added to orparevéwevog IN Some MSS., etc., have arisen from a mis- 
apprehension ; the apostle is speaking not of God’s foes, but of 
foes in general.— Ver. 6. The reading zpérepov in & for spairov 
seems to be a mere correction. — Ver. 7. & Aéyw] Lachm. Buttm. 
Tisch. rightly read ¢ Aéyu, after A C F G, 17, al., Chrys.; & is 
a correction, in order to bring out a reference to the three 
previous sentences. — dices] for dun, after A C*¥ DEF Gx 17, 
al., Copt. Arm. etc., Ambrosiast. Pel. etc.; 6u7 is explained 
from i. 17, 18.— Ver. 12. For dpyotueda we tind in A C several 
cursives, translations, and Fathers, the future dpyjooucda, which 
Lachm. Buttm. and Tisch. adopted; the presents (imomévouey ; 
amiorojuev) seem to be in favour of our adopting the present 
here; but the very same reason might have suggested the 
alteration of the future into the present.— Ver. 13. After 
apvncucda: we should read yép, according to the weightiest 
authorities, and this Griesb. adopted into the text. — Ver. 14. 
rod xvpiov] Instead of this, C F G»® 37, al., Copt. Arm. etc., 
Chrys. Theoph. etc., have rod @zod (Tisch. 8); but rod xupiov is 


1 To Reiche’s remark : Quomodo in unius Codicis D lectione cuverparimens 
lectionis cvyxaxor. praesidium sit, non video, it may be replied that the scribe 
was probably induced by the previous cuynan, to prefix cvy also before the 
word OTpATIOrns. 
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the original reading; the correction may be explained from 
1 Tim. v. 21; 2 Tim. iv. 1.— Instead of the infinite royouwayer 
(C*** DEF GK Lx, the cursives, several versions, etc., Tisch.), 
we find Acyoudyer in A C* Aeth. Vulg. etc. (Lachm. Buttm.). 
According to the former reading, the verb Aoyou. is dependent 
on d:waprupsmevos; according to the latter, dauapr. is connected 
with what precedes, and Acyoudye: begins a new imperative 
clause. For the decision on the point, see the explanation of 
the verse.—Ei/s oidév] A C, 11, al., have é¢ oddé (Lachm. Buttm. 
Tisch.); F Gs (first hand), Vulg. It. Ambrosiast. Pelag. etc., é 
ovdev’ yép. Of these various readings, least can be said for éa’ 
ovdevi yép; it seems to have arisen from an endeavour to form 
these words in the same way as those that follow; even the yap 
is only an insertion by way of explanation. Of the two others, 
27’ ovdev is to be preferred as the less usual form; «is oddév occurs 
elsewhere in the N. T., and «dypyorog, especially in iv. 11, is 
construed with ¢is.— Ver. 19. 8 has cavras before rods avrus, 
probably a later addition. — «up/sv for Xprorod was rightly adopted 
by Griesb. — Ver. 21. jyiaopévor, ebypyoror, instead of yyiaow. nal 
elyp., after A C** D* E* F G, etc.— Ver. 22. Between were 
and réy there is found zéray (Lachm. Buttm.) in A C F G 17, 
23, al., Aeth. Slav. etc., Chrys. Theodoret, etc. ; F G further omit 
the article ray. Since véreg stands in the same expression at 
Rom. xi. 12, 1 Cor. i. 2, it seems to have been inserted from 
these passages. Tisch. omits révrwy, on the authority of DEK 
L, al., Vulg. Copt. Syr. ete. — Ver. 25. For 69, Lachm. Buttm. 
and Tisch. rightly read 6y7, after A C D* F G 8 (first hand), 31, 
al., Ephr. Chrys. ms. Isidor. 


Ver. 1. After interrupting his exhortations by an allusion 
to the unfaithful Asiatics and to the faithful Onesiphorus, 
Paul with ov resumes his exhortations to Timothy, at the 
same time connecting them by ody with those already given. 
In the first place, he now appeals to him: évdvvayod év rh 
yxapite TH ev Xp. Inc.| évdvvapovcbat does not mean: “ feel 
oneself strong,” nor: “depend on something ” (Heydenreich) ; 
but: “become strong, grow strong” (see Eph. vi. 10). The 
active voice is found in iv. 17 and 1 Tim.i12. As the 
apostle sees the end of his labours draw nearer, he is the more 
anxious that Timothy, for whom he has the warmest paternal 
love (réxvov pov), should become a stronger and bolder champion 
for the Lord. — év 7H ydpite] may either be a completion of 
the idea of évévvayod (Wiesinger), or define it more precisely 
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(van Oosterzee, Plitt, Hofmann). The second view is the 
correct one: Timothy is to become strong by the ydpus 4 év 
Xp., that he may be capable of discharging faithfully the office 
entrusted to him; comp. the passage in Eph. vi. 10.—-% 
xapis  év Xp. “I.] is not the office of teacher (Calovius and 
others), nor is it equivalent to ydpsopa, i. 6; on the other 
hand, it is not “ the life imparted by divine grace,” nor “ the 
redemption” of the Christian (Wiesinger); it is objectively 
the grace dwelling in Christ, the grace of Jesus Christ, or 
better: “the grace obtained for us in the person of Christ” 
(Hofmann). — év is explained by Chrysostom and others as 
equivalent to dua; this is not incorrect, only that év indicates 
a more internal relation than dia. The believer lives im the 
grace which is in Christ; the strengthening to which Timothy 
is exhorted can only be effected by his abiding in this grace. 
Ver. 2. While ver. 3 corresponds with the first verse, ver. 2 
seems to contain a thought foreign to this connection. But 
as the contest to which Paul is exhorting Timothy, consists 
substantially in the undaunted preaching of the pure gospel 
and in the rejection of all heresy, it was natural for him to 
exhort Timothy to’see that others were armed with the word 
for which he was to strive. The true warrior must care also 
for his companions in the fight.— cal & jKovoas tap éuod] 
(comp. 1.13: dia woAdN@v paptipwv). These words belong 
immediately to #jxovcas; Heydenreich is wrong in supplying 
paptupovpueva or BeBatovpeva. According to Clemens Alexan- 
drinus, Hypotyp. i. 7, Oecumenius, Grotius, and others, waptupes 
is equivalent to vouos cal mpodntai, for which there is as 
little justification as for the opinion that the other apostles 
are meant. The preposition dOvé is explained by Winer, 
p. 354 [E. T. p. 473]: “intervenientibus multis testibus, 
with intervention, z.e. here in presence of many witnesses ” (so, 
too, the more recent expositors). Right; but dvd is not equi- 
valent to évémiov (1 Tim. vi. 12). Avd intimates that the 
witnesses were present to confirm the apostle’s word, or, as 
Wiesinger says, “that their presence was an integral element 
of that act to which the apostle is alluding.” — According to 
Matthies, van Oosterzee, Hofmann, the apostle is thinking 
here of his public discourses on doctrine; but the whole 
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character of the expression, particularly also the otherwise 
superfluous addition of 8:a modd@v paptvpwv, make it more 
probable that the words refer to a definite fact, the fact spoken 
of in 1 Tim. iv. 14; 2 Tim. i. 6 (Wiesinger). In that case, 
the paprtupes are the presbyters and other members of the 
church who were present at Timothy’s ordination. Mack 
rightly directs attention to 1 Tim. iv. 14; but he is wrong in 
explaining dia papt. by 8a mpodyteias, “in consequence of 
many testimonies.” — tadta mapaov motos avOpertrots| 
Heydenreich : “this doctrine commit to faithful keeping and 
further communication as a legacy, as a precious jewel” (comp. 
Herod. ix. 45: srapaOyxnv tiv ta érea tdde tiMewar) ; but 
the expression @ #xoveas does not refer so much to the whole 
of evangelic doctrine as to the instructions given to Timothy 
for the discharge of his office.— muctois dvOperrois| not 
“ believing,” but “ faithful, trustworthy” men. — oftuves 
ixavol écovrar Kal érépovs dida£€ar] Heydenreich thinks 
that this denotes a second quality of those to be instructed 
by Timothy, a quality in addition to their “ honest sense,” 
viz. their capacity for teaching; but oftwes, which, as con- 
trasted with the simple relative pronoun, refers to a subject 
undefined, but in various ways definable (see Ellendt, Lew. 
Soph. II. p. 387), points back to merois, so that the meaning 
is: “who as such,” etc. The future écovta does not stand 
in the same sense as the present, but denotes their capacity 
as one depending on the tradition to be imparted to them 
(“as the consequence of the tapari@ec@au,’ Wiesinger). The 
kat before érépous is not to be overlooked; “ others too,” “e. 
“others in turn.” Who are the érepor? According to the 
common presupposition, with which van Oosterzee also agrees, 
the érepor are the church, or more generally the hearers of the 
preaching of the gospel. But in this view the xa/, which does 
not belong to érépous dudaEar (Hofmann), but to érépous, is 
inexplicable; it is more probable that Paul means other 
mito: avOpwror (de Wette, Wiesinger). Paul gathered 
round him pupils to whom he gave instructions in regard to 
their office; they, too, are to do the same; those chosen by 
them the same in their turn, etc, that in the church there 
may abide a stock of apostolic men who will see to the 
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propagation of pure doctrine. — The words 8a rodAddv pap- 
TUpwv show that there is no thought of asecret doctrine; nor is 
he speaking of the regular employment of teachers who, in the 
absence of Timothy, are to take his place in the church at 
Ephesus, “ne sine episcopo vaga oberret ecclesia” (Heinrichs). 

Ver. 3. SuyxaxowaOncov] Timothy is not to shun a com- 
munity of suffering with the apostle, i. 8, 12, 16.— és Karos 
otpatiotys “Incov Xpictod] otpati@tns stands elsewhere in 
the N. T. only in its proper sense, but, as is well known, the 
kindred words otpateta, otpatevec@Oau, are often used of the 
Christian life. Here, however, the apostle is speaking not 
generally of Timothy’s work as a Christian, but more specially 
of his work in the office committed to him, viz. of his struggle 
against the opponents of evangelic truth and the toils con- 
nected therewith. 

Ver. 4. “ Hoc versu commendatur 70 abstine ; accedit versu 
seq. To sustine ” (Bengel). — ovdels otparevouevos] alludes to 
oTpatioTns : “no one serving as a soldier” (de Wette); comp. 
1 Tim. i. 18.—éumr€kerar tats tod Blov mpaypateiass *] 
éuTréxes Oat elsewhere only in 2 Pet. ii. 20. — mpaypareiac] 
occurs only here in the N. T. (the verb mrpaypatevecOat, Luke 
xix. 13); ai tov Biov mpayp. are the occupations which form 
means of livelihood; Heydenreich: “the occupations of the 
working class as opposed to those of the soldier class,” — 
From these the orpatevopevos abstains a Té oTpaToAoyijcavTe 
aptoy] otpatodoynoas (only here), from otpatoroyetv: “gather 
an army, raise troops,’ is a term for a general. — Only that 
soldier who gives himself up entirely to military service, and 
does not permit himself to be distracted by other things, only 
he fulfils the general’s will. The application to the otpatiwrns 
"Inco. Xp. is self-evident; he, too, is to devote himself entirely to 
his service, and not to involve himself in other matters which 
might hinder him in his proper calling. The literal interpreta- 
tion, according to which the apostle or preacher should take no 


1 Ambros. de Offic. 1. 1: is, qui imperatori militat, a susceptionibus litium, 
actu negotiorum forensium, venditione mercium prohibetur humanis legibus, — 
Athan. Dict. e¢ Interpr. Parab. S. Hv. qu. 119: i yap taiysin Burirei 6 weaArwy 
arpursterbar obn apices, tay un anon xdhaus tes Tov Biou Ppovridus, rorq muedrov 
Lidhay orpurevbivas TQ tmoupuvig BuosArci 5 
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concern whatever in civil affairs, is contradicted by Paul’s own 
example ; according to the precept here given, he is to avoid 
them only when they are a hindrance to the duties of his office. 

Ver. 5. A new thought is added, that the contender who 
wishes to be crowned must contend vopipws. —éav 6€ Kal 
GOH tus] Kai connects this thought with what precedes: “if 
one, too, does not permit himself to be kept from the struggle 
by other occupations ;”* but the figure here is different from 
that we had in ver. 4, d0det (dar. Ney. in the N. T.) denoting 
the contest in running, to which the Christian calling is often 
compared; comp. iv. 7, 8; 1 Cor. ix. 24,25. — od orefavod- 
Tat, €av py vouiws aOAnon| The runner, in order to gain 
the prize, must in the contest adhere to its definite rules. 
Theodoret: kal 2% GOdnTuK vowovs exer Twas, Kal? ods 
mpoonKe. Tos GOAnTAs aywriterOar' 6 8& mapa TovTous 
Tadaioyv, ToY oTepdvev Siapaptaver. In this, too, according to 
1 Cor. ix. 25, éyxparevecOas should be observed ; comp. Galen, 
Comm. in Hippocr.i.15: of yupvacrat Kat oi vopipws abrodvTes 
él pev ToD aplotov Tov dpTov povoyv eaOlovort, émi Sé Tod 
deimvov 7d Kpéas. The word vopiwas occurs only here and in 
1 Tim. i. 8. — The thought contained in it is this, that Timothy, 
in order to share in the reward, must conduct himself in his 
evangelic warfare according to the laws of his evangelic office. 

Ver. 6. To the two foregoing sentences Paul adds still 
another, expressed figuratively: tov KomidvtTa yewpyov Set 
mpatov «.T.’. Many expositors assume that there is here an 
inversion of phrase, and explain the words as equivalent to rov 
yewpyov, KoTLaVTA TpOToP, Sel THY KapTOV weTan., or as Wahl 
and Winer (in the earlier editions of his Grammar) put it, 
Tov yewpyov, Tov OédXovTa THY KapTa@v peTanr., Ses TPaTOV 
koTav, so that mpéTov is attached to xomiav in meaning, 
and the sentence contains an exhortation; Beza: necesse est 
acricolam, ut fructus percipiat, prius laborare. Heinrichs, on 
the other hand, remarks: nihil attinet, mutare quidquam, 
aut transponere, dummodo spaTov cum Grotio adverbialiter 
pro ita demum dictum putemus, emphasinque ponamus in Tov 
komuévta. But this explanation of mpérov cannot be justi- 


? Hofmann denies this connection of thought, maintaining wrongly that zai 
could only have this meaning if the apostle had continued to use the same figure. 
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fied. Matthies, de Wette, and others reject the supposition of 
any inversion, and explain mparov ak “ first before all others,” 
so that the meaning would be: “as the husbandman first 
enjoys the fruits of the field, so, too, has the servant of the 
gospel a notable reward to expect for his work” (de Wette) ; 
but this thought diverges entirely from that contained in 
vv. 4, 5, and neglects, besides, the emphasis laid on xomidyra. 
— It is accordingly to be explained: Not every one, but that 
husbandman who toils hard at his work, is first to enjoy the 
fruits ; Wiesinger: “the working farmer has the right of first 
enjoying the fruits, not he who does not work; therefore, if 
thou dost wish to enjoy the fruits, work.” So, too, van 
Oosterzee. Hofmann, against this explanation, upholds the 
meaning of de?, which does not express what ought to happen, 
but what must happen, in so far as it lies in the nature of 
things. 4e? certainly has this meaning of necessity (not that 
of duty); but if xomivta be regarded as furnishing the 
condition under which the husbandman tilling the ground 
must, before all others, be partaker of the fruits of the ground 
tilled, then Se? in the former explanation presents no difficulty; 
in this case it cannot be said, with Hofmann, that the mpatov 
is meaningless. It is to be observed that xomvdvta does not 
contrast the husbandman who works with the husbandman 
who does not work, but the husbandman who works hard with 
the husbandman who carries on his work Jazily. — Hofmann, 
in interpreting the sentence as declaring that Timothy must 
bear everything, whether good or bad, that arises from his 
work, departs from the figure, which clearly does not say that 
the husbandman must content himself alike with good fruit 
and with weeds, but rather that in the nature of things the 
husbandman should before all others enjoy the fruit for which 
he has laboured. It is incorrect, with Theodoret and 
Oecumenius, to understand zpe@rov of the preference over the 
pupil which is the teacher’s due; or to find in the words of the 
apostle the thought that the teacher must appropriate to him- 
self the fruits of the spirit which he wishes to impart to others. 
Even Chrysostom rightly rejected the opinion,’ that here the 


1 This opinion is also brought forward by Otto, who refers all three sentences 
to anxiety regarding bodily wants, as if Timothy had become careless in his 
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apostle is speaking of the bodily support due to the teacher ; 
but he himself gives the words a wrong subsidiary sense when 
he thinks that Paul wishes to console Timothy regarding the 
preference shown in the reward. 

Ver. 7. As he has been expressing his exhortations in 
figurative gnomes, Paul thus continues: vde, 6 Aéyo] which 
does not refer immediately to the thoughts expressed, as 
Heydenreich, Matthies, and others think, but to the form of 
expression. It does not mean, therefore: “lay these exhorta- 
tions to heart,’ but: “mark or understand what I say” (de 
Wette); comp. Matt. xxiv. 15; Eph. i 4, 20; so, too, 
Hofmann, only that he for no sufficient reason refers the words 
merely to the last sentence. Plitt is of opinion that the 
apostle is intending thereby to give a quite general warning 
against misconceptions ; but this would be an arbitrary disturb- 
ance of the connection of ideas. — To this exhortation Paul 
confidently adds that God will not fail to bestow on Timothy 
understanding in this and all other points; ydp here, as 
elsewhere, is a particle of explanation. — év ao belongs to 
this verse, and not, as Sam. Battier thinks, to the following 
one. 

Ver. 8. Monpoveve Incotv Xpiorov] pvnpoveverv is usually 
followed by the genitive; but the accusative is found both 
here and at 1 Thess. 1. 9. Timothy is to remember Jesus 
Christ, that he may gain the proper strength for discharging 
his official duties—to remember especially His resurrection, in 
which He triumphed over sufferings and death, and in which 
is contained for the believer the seal of his victory ;* hence 
Paul adds: éynyepuévov ex vexpdv, “as one who rose from 
the dead.”—The added asyndeton: é« omépuatos AaBis, 
does not denote the humiliation, but the Messianic dignity of 


office through fear of suffering want in it. This, however, is a reproof which 
cannot be justified. Van Oosterzee rightly says: It is undoubtedly a Pauline 
principle that the teacher has a right to suitable support from the church ; but 
this is not the principle taught here. 

1 Hofmann wrongly maintains that ‘‘the remembrance of Jesus Christ was 
not to be a pledge to Timothy of his victory over all he had to encounter for 
Christ’s sake, but only to make him willing to endure.” Such willingness could 
only have come to him from the conviction that the victory of Christ was a 
pledge of victory to the believer. 
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Christ... The antithetical relation between the two clauses is 
here the same as in Rom. i. 3, 4 (€ om. AaBid... ée& ava- 
oTdoews vexpov), where it is distinctly marked by cata capKka 

. kata Tvedua. Hofmann incorrectly makes both é« ovépp. 
A. and é« vexp@v depend on éynyeppévov; in that case the 
verb would have to be taken in two different senses ; besides, 
€x T. omépu. is nowhere found in connection with éyelpec@au. 
There is nothing to indicate (Wiesinger) that é€« o7épy. 
Aafié is an antithesis “to the docetic error of the heretics ” 
(van Oosterzee). Heydenreich rightly rejected the secondary 
references which many expositors give to these words, such 
as: that they indicate a similarity between the vicissitudes of 
Christ’s life and those of David; or that they are to serve as 
a proof of the certainty of Christ’s resurrection (Michaelis) ; 
or that they denote the whole state of Christ’s humiliation 
(Mosheim), and so on. — The added words: xara 7d evaryyéduov 
ov, may be referred either to pvnudveve x.7.r. (Hofmann), or 
to the attributes of "Ino. Xpiordv. The latter reference is the 
more probable one; Paul, as a rule, does not use the formula 
Kata TO evayy. to denote the rule for the believer’s conduct, 
put to confirm a truth he has expressed (comp. Rom. u. 16, 
xvi. 25; 1 Tim.i.11). To refer it only to é« o7épy. J. is 
arbitrary. Still more arbitrary is Jerome’s opinion, that Paul 
by 70 evayy. wov means the gospel of Luke (Baur). 

Ver. 9. In this verse Paul again, as before, points to his 
own example, in order to encourage Timothy to the cvyxaxo- 
mabeiy TH evayyerio, i. 8, ii. 3.— év 6] according to Paul’s 
manner, refers to evayyédvov immediately preceding, and not 
to the more distant "Inootv Xpicrov. The preposition év is 
not equivalent to 8d, Col. iv. 3 (Heydenreich). Matthies 
presses the original signification too far when he gives the 
interpretation : “the gospel is, as it were, the ground and soil 
in which his present lot is rooted.” Beza rightly gives the 
meaning thus: cujus annuntiandi munere defungens; de 

1 Hofmann (Schriftbew. II. 1, pp. 113f.): ‘* Timothy being disinclined to suffer 
for the gospel’s sake, the apostle reminds him that through death Jesus attained 
to the heavenly glory, to which He had a right through His descent from the 
line of David.” — Van Oosterzee incorrectly assumes that t~ oxipy. A. simply 
denotes the hwman origin of Jesus. The apostle clearly goes beyond this in 
mentioning David by name, 

PASTORAL EPISTLES. S 


274 THE SECOND EPISTLE TO TIMOTHY. 


Wette says: “in preaching which.” Comp. Phil. iv. 3; 
1 Thess. iii. 2. Hofmann incorrectly explains év by “in con- 
sequence of,’ which év never does mean, not even in 1 Tim. 
i, 18. — xaxorraO6] is an allusion to ver. 3. — péyps Secpar] 
comp. Phil. ii, 8: péype Oavdrov.— ‘Qs Kxaxodpyos directs 
attention to the criminal aspect of Paul’s bonds, and thereby 
strengthens the caxora0o péeypt Seouav.' The word caxotpyos 
occurs only here and in Luke’s gospel; it is synonymous with 
Kakotrowos, 1 Pet. iv. 14. — aA 6 Aoxyos Tod Ocod od Séderar] 
Chrysostom explains it: SecpodvTar péev at yeipes, GAN ovx 7 
yAotra; comp. Phil. i. 12. The meaning according to this 
would be: “the bonds do not, however, hinder me from freely 
preaching the gospel.” But this limitation is not contained in 
the words themselves ; they have rather the more general mean- 
ing: “though I (to whom the gospel is entrusted) am bound, 
the gospel itself is not thereby fettered, but goes freely forth 
into the world and works unfettered ” (2 Thess. iii. 1: 6 Noyos 
Tov Kuplov tpéxet). This is the very reason of the apostle’s 
joy in his bonds, that Christ is preached; comp. Phil. 1. 18. 
This connection of ideas does not, however, compel us to take 
dua TovTo with these words (Hofmann). If so connected, dia 
tovto would rather appear to be a modification added loosely ; 
besides, Paul never places it .at the end of a sentence. — Some 
have wrongly understood by o doy. 7. ©. here, the divine 
promises, and have taken ov déderav to mean that these do not 
remain unfulfilled. 

Ver. 10. Ava rodro] Bengel: “ quia me vincto evangelium 
currit.” Heydenreich wrongly refers it at the same time to 
the reward to which ver. 8 alludes. The knowledge that the 
gospel is unfettered in its influence enables Paul to endure all 
things for the sake of the éxAexro’, Aa Todro cannot be 
referred to what follows (Wiesinger), because of the 8d rods 
éxdexTtovs ; it would be another thing if ta x.7.A. were joined 
immediately with tvouévw ; but even in that case the “abrupt 
transition ” would still be an objection. — rdvta trropévo] 
imrouévew does not denote suffering pure and simple, but the 
willing, stedfast endurance of it.— By adding to qavra 


1 Otto, opposed to Wieseler, rightly remarks that these words do not justify 
any inference as to an increase in the severity of his imprisonment. 
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irouéva the words dia rods éxAexTovs, explained by the 
succeeding clause, Paul declares that he patiently endured 
everything for the sake of the é«dexroi, because he knows that 
the gospel is not bound—is not made ineffectual—by his 
bonds. Were it otherwise, were the gospel hindered in its 
influence by his suffering, then he would not endure for the 
sake of the éxexto’t. Hofmann has no grounds, therefore, for 
thinking that the connection of Sué todro with the sentence 
following it would give an impossible sense. It is wrong to 
supply «ai before dua 7. éxX. (Heydenreich), as if these words 
furnished an additional reason to that contained in ova TodTo. 
— ot €xXexToL] This name is given to believers, inasmuch as the 
deepest ground of their faith is the free choice of God (i. 9). 
Heydenreich leaves it indefinite whether “ Christians already 
converted” are meant here, or “those elected to be future 
confessors of Christianity ;” so, too, Matthies; de Wette, on 
the other hand, understands only the latter, whereas Grotius 
and Flatt think only of the former. The words themselves 
do not prove that Paul had any such distinction in mind; kat 
avtoit does not necessarily imply a contrast with present 
believers (de Wette), but may be quite well used in relation 
to the apostle himself, who was conscious of the owrnpia 
attained in Christ (Wiesinger, van Oosterzee). Comp. espe- 
cially Col. i. 24, where the apostle places his suffering in 
relation to the ékxAynala, as the cdya tov Xpiotod, of which 
the é«Aexrot are members.’ In how far the apostle bears his 
afflictions Sua rods éxr., is told by the words: ta kal adrot 
cotnplas tixywor TAS év Xp. “Incov. The question how the 
apostle might expect this result from his wavra drropévew, 
cannot be answered by saying, with Heinrichs: “as he hoped 
to be freed from his sufferings ;” the result was to be effected 
not by a release, but by the patient endurance of the suffering, 
inasmuch as this bore testimony to the genuineness and 
strength of his faith, not, as van Oosterzee thinks, because the 
apostle stedfastly continued to preach. The apostle’s suffer- 


1 Hofmann rightly remarks : ‘‘ The apostle names those towards whom he has 
to fulfil his calling, for the elect’s sake, because this designation denotes the 
heaviness of his responsibility, if he did not help those destined for salvation to 
that for which God ordained them.” 
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ing for the gospel was itself a preaching of the gospel. We 
must, of course, reject the notion that Paul regarded his 
sufferings as making atonement for sin, like those of Christ. 
— The addition pera S0&ns aiwviov points to the future com- 
pletion of the salvation. It directs special attention to an 
element contained in the cwrypia, and does not contrast the 
positive with the negative conception (Heydenreich). 

Vv. 11-13. In order to arouse the courage of faith, Paul 
has been directing attention to the resurrection of Christ and 
to His own example; he now proceeds, in a series of short 
antithetical clauses, to set forth the relation between our con- 
duct here and our condition hereafter. This he imtroduces 
with the words miatés 6 Adyos. The ydp following seems, 
indeed, to make the words a confirmation of the thought pre- 
viously expressed, as in 1 Tim. iv. 9 (Chrysostom, Oecumenius, 
Theophylact, Flatt, de Wette, Wiesinger, Plitt); but Paul only 
uses this formula to confirm a general thought. There is, 
however, no general thought in the preceding words, where 
Paul is speaking only of his own personal circumstances. 
Hence the formula must, as in 1 Tim. 1. 15, ii. 1, be referred 
here to what follows, and ydp explained by “namely” (so, 
too, van Oosterzee). — We cannot say for certain whether the 
sentences following are really strophes from a Christian 
hymn (Miinter, Ueber die dlteste christliche Poesie, p. 29, and 
Paulus, Memorabilia, i. 109) or not; still it is not improbable 
that they are, all the more that the same may be said of 
1 Tim. iii, 16. The first sentence runs: e¢ cuvvamreOdvoper, 
Kal avfjcopev] cvy refers to Christ, expressing fellowship, 
and not merely similarity. De Wette points us to Rom. 
vi. 8 for an explanation of the thought; but the context 
shows that he is not speaking here of spiritual dying, the 
dying of the old man, which is the negative element of 
regeneration (against van Oosterzee), but of the actual (not 
merely ideal) dying with Christ. In other words, he is 
speaking of sharing in the same sufferings which Christ 
endured (so also Hofmann), and whose highest point is to 
undergo death. The meaning therefore is: “if we in the 
faith of Christ are slain for His sake;” comp. Phil. iii. 10; 
also Rom. viii. 17; Matt. v. 11; John xy. 20, and other 
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passages. The aorist cuvame@avouev is either to be taken: 
“if we have entered into the fellowship of His death,” or it 
denotes the actual termination: “if we are dead with Him, 
we shall also live with Him.” — ovfjoouev, corresponding to 
ouvarePadvopev, is not used of the present life in faith, but 
of the future participation in Christ’s glorified life (so, too, 
Hofmann); comp. 1 Thess. v. 10.— Ver. 12. The second 
sentence runs: e¢ troudvowev, Kal ovpBacirevcoper] This 
sentence corresponds with the previous one in both members ; 
comp. Rom. viii. 17, where cupracyew and cvvdokacbdpev 
are opposed to one another. On cupBac., comp. Rom. v. 17 (év 
fon Baciredcover) ; it denotes participation in the reign of the 
glorified Messiah.t Like death and life, so are enduring and 
reigning placed in contrast. — The third sentence is a contrast 
with the two preceding: e¢ dpynoopeBa, sc. Xpvorov] comp. 
Matt. x. 33; 2 Pet. ii 1; Jude 4; used here specially of the 
verbal denial of Christ, made through fear of suffering. 
KaKeivos apyycetar pas: “he will not recognise us as His 
own,” the result of which will be that we remain in a state 
without grace and without blessing. The meaning of this 
sentence is confirmed by ver. 13.— «i dmiotodpev, éxetvos 
TiaTos mever| amioteiy does not mean here: “ not believe, be 
unbelieving”? (Mark xvi. 11, 16; Acts xxviii. 24), but—in 
correspondence with dpvetc@ar— be unfaithful,’ which cer- 
tainly implies lack of that genuine faith from which the 
faithful confession cannot be separated. In Rom. iii. 3 also, 
unbelief and unfaithfulness go together, since the people of 
Israel, to whom the Ayia Ocod were given, showed themselves 
unfaithful to God by rejecting the promised Messiah, and this 
after God had chosen them for His people. — éxetvos muatos 
pever| mores can only mean “ faithful.” The faithfulness of 
the Lord is shown in the realization of His decree—both in 
acknowledging and in rejecting; the context preceding shows 

1 The cv@zv begins for the believer immediately after his death (Phil. i. 28 ; 
comp. also Luke xxiii. 43); the cuzBacacseyv not till after Christ’s rapoucia ; 
comp. Hofmann. 

2 Such is the explanation of Chrysostom, who gives Christ’s resurrection as 
the subject of unbelief: <i driwrotpsy, drs dviorn, obdiy dad rodrou PAdw reread Exsivos, 
and assigns to dpyicuctas yap avr, ob dvv, the strange signification of obx tye 
Quo wn tives, 
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that the latter reference predominates. — The next words 
confirm this truth: dpyyjcacOar yap éavtov ob Stvaras, which 
declare the amotia of the Lord to be an impossibility, since 
it involves a contradiction of Himself, of His nature. 

Ver. 14. In this verse the apostle goes on to set before 
Timothy how he is to conduct himself in regard to the heresy 
appearing in the church. — tadra tropiprnoKe] tadra refers 
to the thoughts just expressed and introduced by the formula 
muaTos 6 Aoyos; of these thoughts Timothy is to remind the 
church, not future teachers in particular (Heydenreich). The 
apostle says dt7ropipryioKew, because these thoughts were 
known to the church; comp. 2 Pet. i. 12 (ode awernow... 
Duds UTropimujoKew ... Kalmep eiddtas). — SiapapTupopevos 
év@Truov Tov Kupiov| iv. 1; 1 Tim. v. 21. With the reading 
Aoryouayer (see the critical remarks) these words belong to what 
precedes, a new section beginning with px) Aoyouayes ; on the. 
other hand, with the Rec. 9 Noyouayeiv, the infinitive depends 
on dvawapt. Hofmann wishes to take the Rec. imperatively ; 
but to give an imperative force to an infinitive standing among 
several imperatives, would be something unheard of. — It can 
hardly be decided which is the right reading. De Wette 
and Wiesinger have declared themselves for the Rec., because 
“the verb duauapt. is commonly used by Paul for introducing 
exhortations, and is not in keeping with the weak appeal 
TavTa vTrouimvynocKe.” These reasons, however, are not suf- 
ficient, since dvawapr. may quite as well be connected with 
what precedes as with what follows, although it does not occur 
elsewhere in the N. T. in such a connection; and tadrta 
vou. is not used by the apostle in so weak a sense that he 
could not strengthen it by such a form of adjuration. Nor 
can it be maintained that the exhortation py Noyoudyes is 
unsuitable for Timothy, since there is again at ver. 16 an 
exhortation quite similar in nature; comp. also ver. 23. 
There is more force in Reiche’s observation: supervacaneum 
... fuisset, Timotheo, uno quasi halitu bis fere idem imperare, 
pn Noyouaxer, and ver. 16, Tas d¢... Kevodwvias repiictaco ; 
but, on the other hand, yu» Aoyoudyer is a suitable addition to 
the exhortation: tadta trouiuvnoxe. On the whole, seeing 
that the transition from the one exhortation to the other is 
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somewhat abrupt, and that the authorities are mostly on the 
side of the Rec., this reading should be preferred.— On the 
conception of Aoyouayety, comp. 1 Tim. vi. 4. — e’s [ém’] otdév 
xpnowov] Regarding this appended clause in apposition, see 
Winer, p. 497 [E. T. p. 669]. xpnowuos is a word which 
only occurs here; in Tit. iii. 9 the nr oes of the heretics 
are called avwdere’s wal pdtaior.—eért Katactpodh tov 
axovovtor] “ which is useful for nothing, (serving rather) to the 
perversion of the hearers;” Chrysostom: od povoyv ovdév éx 
TOUTOV KépS0S, GAARA Kal BLaBy Tord}.' — katactpodn (opposed 
to TH otxodow#) here and in 2 Pet. ii. 16, where it has its 
proper meaning ; it is synonymous with x«afalpeois in 2 Cor. 
xiii. 10. °Evzré here does not express the aim (Gal. v. 13; 
Eph. ii. 10), but the result (Wiesinger). Xenophon, Memor. 
11.19: émi BAdBn. 

Ver. 15. Continuation of the exhortation to Timothy. — 
omovdacov ceavTov SoKipov Trapacticat TO Oecd] orovddalew 
expresses the eager striving, as in Eph. iv. 3, 1 Thess. ii. 17, 
etc., and has a suggestion of making haste, iv. 9, 21; Tit. 
iii. 12. — doxipov, equivalent to probatus, tried, is absolute, 
and should not be taken with épydryy (Luther, Mack). A 
more precise limitation is given in the next words: tapacrhcat 
76 Oem; comp. Rom. vi. 13,16, and other passages in the 
Pauline epistles; here it has the additional meaning: “ for 
the service of.’ Hofmann gives an unsuitable construction 
by joining r® Oes—in spite of mapacticav.—with Soxtpov 
(=“ approved by one”), separating épydtny daverraicyvytov 
from one another, and connecting épydrnv with Sddxcpor, so 
that dveraicyvytov forms a second predicate to épyarny, 
opforopodvta x«.7.d. being added as a third. All this not only 
assigns to déxcjwos a meaning which it never has in the N. T. 
(not even in Rom. xiv. 18; comp. Meyer on the passage), but 
separates wapactijcat from the T® Oe@ standing next to it, 
although Paul almost never uses the word without adding a 
dative of the person (comp. in particular, Rom. vi. 13, xii. 1; 


1 The harm of acyouaeiv consists not so much in this, ‘‘ that its tendency 
with those who listen to it is to make the Christian doctrine seem uncertain, 
since it produces such contention” (Hofmann), as in this, that those who give 
ear to it are Jed away from the fundamental principles of Christianity. 
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1 Cor. viii. 8; 2 Cor. xi. 2; Eph. v. 27). — épydrnv averra- 
axvvtov] épydtns specially de opere rustico; used, besides, 
of the work in the field of God’s kingdom (2 Cor. xi. 13; 
Phil. iii. 2).— dveraioyvytos; in the N. T. a aak rey,., 
and in classic Greek used only in Sp. as an adverb with the 
signification: “immodestly, shamelessly.” It is synonymous 
with dvaicyvytos, which in classic Greek is used only in a 
bad sense: “one who is not ashamed when he ought to be.” 
It cannot, of course, have this meaning here. The most 
reliable interpretation is to keep by the fundamental meaning 
of the word taken in a good sense: “who is not ashamed, 
because he has nothing to be ashamed of.” Bengel: cui 
tua ipsius conscientia nullum pudorem incutiat; de Wette, 
Wiesinger, van Oosterzee, Plitt translate it simply: “ who has 
nothing to be ashamed of.” Hofmann arbitrarily explains it 
as equivalent to: “of whom God is not ashamed,” a meaning 
suitable to the context only if déxuuos be taken in the sense 
he maintains. The next words make the definition still more 
precise: dpOotomodvta Tov Royov THs adnOelas] dpOoTopeir, 
amagé dey., is rightly explained by most as recte tractare (which 
is the actual translation of the Vulgate); but there is very 
great variety in the derivation of the notion. Melanchthon, 
Beza, and others derive the expression ab illa legali victimarum 
sectione ac distributione Lev. i. 6; Vitringa, from the business 
Tod oiKovomov, cui competat panem cibosque frangere, distri- 
buere filiis familias; Pricaeus, a lapicidis; Lamb. Bos, from 
the ploughers, qui arantes téuvew thy yhv, oxifew et éme- 
axiveww apovpas dicuntur, yet in such a way that is committed 
to those qui rectas vias insistunt. De Wette (Wiesinger 
agreeing with him) maintains the latter; recte secare viam, 
Aoyov being put for 68éy. Certainly réuvew is often joined 
with od0s, xéXevOos ; but it does not follow that in épOoTopety 
by itself there is contained a reference to the way.’ As little 

1 De Wette, indeed, appeals to LXX. Prov. iii. 6, xi. 5; but in these passages 
6d0v appears, and the verb, like the WwW, has the transitive signification ; ‘‘ make 


straight, smooth.’’— Nor does the passage in Eurip. Rhes. v. 422 : eddstav abdyay 
riuvay xtrcutor, Justify de Wette’s explanation. The possibiNity of substituting 
Asyoy for oddv is not proved simply by remarking that ‘‘the word is a way.” 
We certainly do speak of ‘‘ walking in the path of the divine word, of virtue,” 
etc., but not of ‘‘ walking in the divine word, in virtue.” 
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can we say that any other of the references is contained in it. 
The word in itself means: “cut rightly,” or, according to 
Pape: “cut straight, in straight direction ;” then, the notion 
of téuvew falling into the background, as is often the 
case with cavotouety, it has the more general signification : 
“deal rightly with something so as not to falsify it.” ?!— 
Hofmann’s explanation is curious: “ cut straight through the 
word of truth, 22. cut it, so that it is a straight cut, passing 
into the heart of it, whereas a slanting cut would not reach the 
inner part of the word of God, but only touch the outwork.” 
This explanation—apart from other reasons—is refuted by 
the fact that op@otopety has not the signification: “ cut 
through the middle point.” The Gloss. ordinar. explains it: 
secundum competentiam singulorum, ut: altis spiritualia, lac 
distribuere parvulis, so that Paul is directing Timothy to 
preach the word according to his hearers’ capacity of under- 
standing. This is the meaning also according to Luther’s 
translation: “who rightly parts the word of truth;” but the 
thought is entirely foreign to the context.” — Chrysostom 
explains it by téuvew Ta vd0a Kal Ta TovaiTa exKoTTELW ; SO, 
too, Oecumenius; but this is unsuitable, for there is nothing 
false in the Adyos ris adnO., and therefore nothing to be 
separated from it.— The expositors are quite wrong who refer 
the expression to a life in accordance with God’s word = cata 
TO evayyéduov dpOoTata Bitiv.— The right interpretation 
makes it the simple opposite of xamndevew tov Aoyov Tod 
Ocod, 2 Cor. ii. 177 

Ver. 16. Tas 5& BeByrovs Kxevodwvias (comp. 1 Tim. 
vi. 20) meptictaco] “avoid” (comp. Tit. ii. 9, synonymous 
with éxrpémec Oar, 1 Tim. vi. 20); properly: “go out of the 


1 Perhaps the expression may be explained in this way, that the imparting of 
the acyos ris zanéeius makes it necessary to part it, since only a part of it can be 
delivered each time; it therefore amounts to saying that this parting is to be 
done rightly, so that the Adyos ris Zandsias may receive no injury. 

2 Tn Beza’s explanation : nihil praetermittere, quod dicendum sit, nil adjicere 
de suo, nil mutilare, discerpere, torquere, deinde diligenter spectare, quid ferat 
auditorum captus, the first part alone is to the point. 

3 In the Fathers the word spborouiz is sometimes found synonymous with 
bpbodozia. Clemens Alex. Stromata, vii. p. 762: cnv drorrorimhy ixxanciaoringe 
cdluy bpboroniny ray doywaerwy; but this usage took its rise from the above 
passage. 
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way.’  Bezais wrong: cohibe, i. e. observa et velut obside, 
nempe ne in ecclesiam irrepant. — The reason for the exhorta- 
tion follows in the next words: éw) mdeclov yap mpoKdwovow 
aoeBelas| mpoxdrrev here is intransitive (comp. iii. 9, 13), 
and doeBelas is the genitive depending on émt meiov,' not 
the accusative, as if mpox. had here the transitive meaning 
“to further.” The subject is formed by the heretics whom 
the apostle has in mind, not the cevofwrias, as 6 AOyos adTav 
shows. Hence Luther’s translation is incorrect: “it (evil 
talking) helps much to ungodly character ;” besides, it puts 
the present for the future. Bengel: Futurum, proprie; est 
enim praedictio, ut @e, ver. 17; comp. ii. 3 ff,6. Hofmann 
wishes a distinction to be made between those who deal in 
BeB. xevopwviar and those to whose number Hymenaeus and 
Philetus belong; and according to him, the subject should be 
taken from the dv éott x.7.X., so as to mean the followers of 
these two heretics. We cannot, however, understand why 
Paul should not have included among the Bef. Kevodwviats 
the heresy that the resurrection had already taken place, 
unless this expression be greatly weakened, as Hofmann 
indeed does, to favour his view of the heresy at Ephesus 
(see Introduction, § 4). In any case, it is a mistake to take 
the subject for mpoxdyrovow only from what follows, since 
such subject does not present itself naturally; and there is 
least ground of all for supposing that it must be of crepl 
‘Ypuévarov Kat Pikntov.— The yap, which refers only to the 
sentence immediately preceding, makes the increasing god- 
lessness of the heretics the reason why Timothy should not 
meddle further with the kevopwvia, but simply oppose to 
them the word of truth. 

Ver. 17. The increase of the dcéGeva is closely connected 
with the further spread of the heresy. On this point the 
apostle says: kab 6 ddyos adt&y ds yayypawa vow ee] 
ydyypawa, an eating ulcer, like cancer, called in Galen the 
cold burn (cfdxedos); vounv eye = véwew (Acts iv. 17: 
éml mdelov SiavépecOar), “cat into the flesh, spread ;” comp. 
Polybius (ed. 2, Tauchnitz), i. 4, viii. 5: 2) tod wupos vops is 


‘In Diod. Sicul. there occurs: ia} rasiov xaxias mpoaive ; see Bengel on the 
passage. 
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equivalent to the spreading of fire; i. 81, 6, used of an ulcer 
(Pape, s.v. voyy).— Jerome, Lp. ad Galat.: doctrina perversa, 
ab uno incipiens, vix duos aut tres primum in exordio auditores 
reperit, sed paulatim cancer serpit in corpore. The body on 
which the gangrene is found, and in which it spreads ever 
wider, is the church. He is therefore speaking here not so 
much of the intensive increase of the evil (Mack, Wiesinger) 
in those attacked by it, as of its extensive diffusion (so most 
expositors), thinking, at the same time, of the ever deepening 
mark which it is making on the inner life of the church. 
Chrysostom rightly says: 76 mwa&v Avpaiverar; but his further 
explanation is not apposite: évtad@a Td ddupOwTov adiTav 
dnXo?, for the apostle does not say here that the heretics are 
beyond amendment. — Of these heretics Paul mentions two: 
Hymenaeus and Philetus, of whom nothing further is known, 
except that the former is possibly the same as the one named 
in 1 Tim, i. 20 (see on that passage). 

Ver. 18. More precise description of the heretics, in the 
first place generally, as men who “have erred in regard to the 
truth” (de Wette).—epl tiv arjOevav notoynoay] see 1 Tim. 
i. 6, vi. 21. The chief point in their heresy is given thus: 
Aéyovtes THY avadotacw Hon yeryovévac, — Both Irenaeus and 
Tertullian mention Gnostics, who denied the resurrection in 
its literal sense.’ There is no ground for Baur’s assertion, 
that there is allusion here to Marcion. The passage in 1 Cor. 
xv. 12 proves that the doctrine of the resurrection of the 
dead had even in the apostolic age become a stumbling-block 
to many in the church.— The denial of these heretics was 
closely related to views which made a false contrast between 
flesh and spirit.— They had already exercised an injurious 
influence on others, as the next words declare: kat dva- 
TpéTovat THY TWaVv mictwW] not: “whereby they make many 
err in their persuasion ;” miotw is the Christian faith which 
includes the certainty of the future resurrection, and ava- 
tpémew (see Tit. i, 11) means “ evertere, destroy.” 


‘Comp. Tertullian, De Resurr. chap. xix.: resurrectionem mortuorum dis- 
torquent asseverantes ipsam etiam mortem spiritualiter intelligendam .. . 
resurrectionem eam vindicandam, qua quis addita veritate redanimatus et revivi- 
factus Deo, ignorantiae morte decussa, velut de sepulcro veteris hominis eruperit. 
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Ver. 19. As a contrast to the unsettling action of the 
heretics, we have 6 pévrou orepeds Oewérvos TOD Ocod Earner] 
Gewércos (properly an adjective, supply A/Oos) is originally the 
foundation-stone of a building; if that signification be retained 
here, the building can only mean the church of Christ. The 
question then arises, what is its foundation-stone? and to 
this various answers have been given. Ambrosius under- 
stands it to be God’s promises; Bengel, the fides Dei immota; 
Heinrichs, the Christian religion; Ernesti, the doctrine of the 
resurrection (ver. 18); Calvin, the election of grace. All 
this is arbitrary. The @euédvos must be something which, 
according to the next verse, can also be regarded as oéxia, 
viz. as Heydenreich says: ékkdnowa rePeweriopévn td Oeod 
(similarly de Wette and Wiesinger). Paul, however, calls it 
Ocuédwos, not because that word denotes a building, which is 
not the case, but because the church, as it was originally set 
by God in the world, only forms the foundation of the 
building which is to be perfected gradually (so, too, van 
Oosterzee). Chrysostom’s explanation is inapposite: ai orepeat 
apoyal éorjxace Temnyviat Kat axivntot; for Paul is not think- 
ing here of individual believers, but of the church of which 
they are members. Possibly the @euédvos does not mean any- 
thing definite, and the apostle “merely intends to say that the 
church is firmly founded” (Hofmann); but that is not prob- 
able, especially as the attribute orepeds and the verb éornxev 
point to a definite, concrete conception in the apostle’s 
mind. — orepeds and éornxev form a contrast to dvatpérovor. 
Though the faith of some may be destroyed, the foundation of 
God, z.e. which God has laid, still stands firm, unwavering. — 
The mark of this is given in the next words: éyov thy oppayida 
tavTnv| opparyis, “the seal,” is partly a means of keeping 
safe, partly a sign of relevancy, partly a form of declaration 
whereby a document or the like is proved to be valid. Here 
it is the inscription’ on the @ewédos, according to Wiesinger, 
“as a guarantee that the éekdnola vo Tod Ocod rebeweduw- 
vévn has an existence not to be shaken;” or, better still, as 

1 The figure is founded on the custom of placing inscriptions on the door- 


posts as well as on the foundation-stones; comp. Deut. vi. 9, xi. 20; Rev. 
xxi, 14, 
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God’s testimony to the peculiar nature of the structure 
(similarly Hofmann: “because through it God so acknowledges 
the structure as to declare of what nature He means it to 
be when thus founded”); van Oosterzee combines the two 
interpretations, — Paul mentions two inscriptions. The first, 
with allusion to Num. xvi. 5 (the LXX. puts Y3 for YT), is 
éyvw Kvpios Tods dvtas avtob. Haec sententia ... a parte 
Dei (Wolf). — éyvw] Bengel: novit amanter, nec nosse desinit, 
sed perpetuo servat suos: a word of comfort for the believers 
exposed to the destroying influence of the heretics in the 
church. The other inscription (with which we may compare 
Num. xvi. 26; Isa. lii. 11) runs: drocrtjtw dro abixias was 
0 ovowalov To dvoya Kupiov] Haec sententia . . . a parte 
hominum (Wolf). ’Advca is the sum total of everything 
opposed to God, including heresy. —- ovoudfew Td dv. T. Kup., 
according to Wahl, is equivalent to Tin. DYa NIP, nomen Dei 
invocare. This is incorrect; it corresponds rather to the 
phrase: éuxanretc Oat Td dvop, Kupiov (Tov KvpLov, ver. 22). 
Bengel correctly says: quisquis nominat nomen Christi, ut 
domini sui.— This second inscription is an exhortation to 
believers to abstain from all unrighteousness notwithstanding 
the seductive influence of the heretics. — Heydenreich: two 
truths must likewise characterize the indestructible temple of 
God, the church, and these denote the comfort and hope, but 
also the duty and reponsibility of the true worshippers of 
Jesus,’ 

Ver. 20. To the church as the @ewédtos tod Oeod only 
those belong whom the Lord acknowledges as His, and who 
abstain from every kind of déi«/a, This thought is contained 
in ver. 19. But there were also in the church aécxoz, oppos- 
ing the gospel by word and deed. This strange fact Paul 
now explains by a figure: év peyddy Sé olxig] The Greek 
expositors understand by ofxéa “the world,” to which Calvin 
rightly objects: ac contextus quidem huc potius nos ducit, ut 


1 Chrysostom understands 4-@a.s of individual believers, and is therefore 
compelled to give this thought an incorrect reference : xédev dura} siviv; aad rod 
ce ypduuure ralre txcy tal cov wpuywdruy, ard Tod yyupilicbas vad rod Oso 
nal wh cupmapumrrAruobas, amd TOU aDIOTh yu uO Udinius, TuITH TH YYuplTmarE Tod 


beperion. 
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de ecclesia intelligamus; neque enim de extraneis disputat 
Paulus, sed de ipsa Dei familia. It is different with the 
similar passage in Rom. ix. 21 ff.—ov« éorte povov oxevn 
xpuod Kab apyupa, adda Kai Eddiva Kai dotpdxwa] By the 
former articles are meant the worthy, genuine members of the 
church ; by the latter, those not genuine (not: those less good, 
Estius, Mosheim, and others): “each class, however, contains 
degrees within itself; comp. Matt. xiii. 23” (Wiesinger). The 
apostle’s distinction is given more precisely in the next words, 
which cannot be referred alike to each of the two classes 
named, but express the same antithesis: kal & pév els Tuuny, 
viz. the oxedn yp. K. apy.; & S€ eis atyiav, viz. the oxedn 
Eun, x. dotpdx. To this Hofmann objects, that the material 
of the vessels does not determine their purpose and use, and 
that the second clause, therefore, does not correspond with the 
first; “the first antithesis rather declares that in the house of 
God there are members of rich gifts and spiritual attainments, 
and members whose gifts are few and who spiritually are of 
no consideration.” But in this way there is manifestly im- 
ported an antithesis of which there is no hint in the context. 
It is indeed true that vessels even of wood and clay may be 
applied to honourable uses; but undue pressure is laid on 
the apostle’s words when they are interpreted in accordance 
with such a possibility. — eis tyujv and es atiiav do not 
refer to the house, nor to their possessor, on whom they bring 
honour or shame (Matthies), but to the vessels themselves (de 
Wette, Wiesinger, van Oosterzee). To some honour is given, 
to others shame, 7e. in the various uses to which they are 
applied by their possessors. The insertion of érowwacpéva 
would give an unsuitable thought; see Meyer and de Wette 
on Rom. ix. 21. 

Ver. 21. Without explaining the figure, the apostle carries 
it on, but in such a way as to show to the members of the 
church how each one may become a vessel to honour. — éav 
oby Tis éxxabdpn éavtov ard TovTor] exxabaipe, according 
to classic Greek (also 1 Cor. v. 7), is an intensive form of 
kabaipew (N. T. xa@apifew). Chrysostom rightly says: od« 
cimre’ xabdpn, GAN éxxabdpn, tovtéctt, Travtedas Kabdpn. 
The opinion (formerly expressed in this commentary) was 
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incorrect, that é« only foreshadows the dé rotrwv. The 
translation is inaccurate: “if one keeps himself pure ” 
(Heydenreich, equivalent to xafapov, ayvov éavtov tnpeiv) ; 
Luther rightly: “purifies himself” The word indicates the 
departure from impure companionship; comp. ver. 19, dzro- 
otytw, and 1 Tim. vi. 5 (according to Rec.), ddlotaco amd tev 
Tovovtwy..  Wiesinger makes the construction pregnant: 
“separate oneself from these by self-purification;” it is 
more correct, however, to regard the separation itself as the 
purification. — do tovtwv] cannot according to the context 
be taken as a collective neuter: “from such things,” amd tév 
elpnuévov, iryouv aodixias, atyias, or even ard Tov BEeBirwv 
Kevopoway, ver. 16; it refers rather to &@ &€ els atipiar. 
Luther: “from such people;” comp. the passage quoted, 
1 Tim. vi. 5. Hofmann is altogether mistaken in his curious 
idea that aro rovTwy means “from that time forward,” and is 
to be connected with what follows. This reference is no- 
where in the N. T. expressed by amd todtwy (comp. Matt. 
xxvi. 29: dm dpte); besides, this more precise definition of 
éorat is quite superfluous, whereas éxxa@dpy éavrdv without 
more precise definition is too general.— éotat oxedos eis 
Timiy, Hyvacpévov| Lachmann has wrongly deleted the comma 
between ty. and yysacu. His does not depend on my., but 
ok. eis TY. forms here, like &@ peév es Teunv in ver. 20, one 
idea to which various attributes, jysacuévov being the first, 
are added in order to describe the nature of such a ox. eis 
TU. — Hyvacpévov| is not = oxedos éxroyhs, Acts ix. 15 
(Heydenreich), but: “sanctified,” as belonging to the Lord. 
Esxpnortov = “good for using ;” tS Sermon, “the master of 
the house ;” eis wav Epyov aya0ov HjTouwacuévov (comp. Rev. 
ix. 7), “prepared for every good work.’ While all expositors 
join T@ Seomory with evypnorov, Hofmann prefers to refer it 
to what follows, without giving any reason for so doing. 
Elsewhere in the N. T. edypnotos occurs only in con- 


1 Bengel remarks: Activum cum pronomine reciproco indicat liberrimam 
facultatem fidelium.—Beza seeks, on the other hand, to save the doctrine of 
predestination: Volumus et efficimus, sed per eum qui gratis et in solidum 
efficit in nobis bonam et efficacem voluntatem, tum quod ad 2dézow, tum quod 
ad évépyzay attinet. 
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nection with the dative of more precise definition (iv. 11; 
Philem. 11). 

Ver. 22. Timothy is exhorted to Christian behaviour ; it is 
impossible to overlook the connection with what precedes. — 
Tas O€ vewTepikas émtOvplas] vewTepixat is dr. Ney., juveniles, 
quibus juvenes indulgent, not cupiditates rerum novarum. 
Chrysostom and Theophylact rightly remark that the meaning 
is not to be limited too closely to opveta. Theodoret: 
tpupnv, yédkwtos apetpiav, Sdo~av Kevnv Kal Ta TovToLS 
mpocdmova. Hofmann supposes that the desires are meant 
which are found in younger members in contrast with those 
advanced in years, eg. the desire for brilliant gifts and offices ; 
but neither the context nor the expression supports his 
interpretation. This reference is rather a pure importation 
into the text, and is adopted by Hofmann that it may agree 
with his erroneous view of ver. 20; it is opposed, finally, by 
the Slaxe Sixavoctvny x.7..— Siwxe Sé Stxavocdynv x.7.X.] 
very similar to 1 Tim. vi. 11.— edpnynyv, “ae. inner fellow- 
ship and harmony” (de Wette).— mera should not be con- 
strued with di@«e, but with elpyynvy; comp. Heb. xii. 14. — 
peTa TavT@Y T. éTiKadouLévwy Tov KUpLov] This expression 
occurs somewhat frequently as a name for Christians; comp. 
Acts ii. 21, ix. 14; Rom. x. 12. The passage in 1 Cor. 1. 2 
shows that Christ is meant by «tpios.— é« KaBapas xapdias] 
belonging not to dé@xe but to éwvxadovpéver, stands here in 
special contrast to the heretics who did also call Christ their 
Lord, but not from a pure heart. Chrysostom’s remark : wera 
TOY GAXwv od Yn Tpdov eivas, goes too far, since in ver. 25 
there is an express appeal for paorns towards the avtidia- 
TiOéuevor; still the believer can only keep peace with those 
who call on the Lord out of a pure heart, the others he must 
oppose.  Epyvn is mentioned last, because the apostle is 
thinking of it specially; comp. the next verses. 

Ver. 23 is in contrast (6é) with ver. 22. As in 1 Tim. 
i. 4, vi. 4, Sntyces are brought forward as the characteristic 
of heresy. Paul calls them pwpal cat araidSevtot] wopai, Tit. 
iii, 9. — a@rraidevtor, properly, “ uninstructed;” in N. T. &a. 
Aey.; more frequently found in LXX. and Apocrypha, but 
only in reference to persons. It is synonymous with pwpos 
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(D3) ; even here, where it refers to things, it is synonymous 
with popés (= ineptus). There is no just ground for 
Hofmann’s supposition, that it is to be derived here not from 
madeverOar, but from adevev, and hence that it means 
“unsuited for educating spiritually” (Mosheim, Heydenreich, 
Mack, Matthies).— On zapactod, comp. 1 Tim. iv. 7, v. 11. 
— ¢iSo5 does not give the reason why Timothy should follow 
the exhortation (equivalent to “since, or because, you know ”) ; 
it forms part of the exhortation in the sense: “as you know 
(consider) ;” comp. Tit. iii. 11; 1 Cor. xv. 58; Col. iii. 24, 
iv. 1.—6ére yervdor payas] payas, Jas. iv. 1, synonymous 
With 7roAeuor; opposed to etpyvn, ver. 22. 

Vv. 24-26. In regard to the last thoughts, Paul gives a 
sketch of the conduct which beseems the dodAos xupiov. 
Aoddos xvpiov is here, as often, one who has been charged 
with the office of preaching the gospel. — Od Se? padyeoOar] 
Luther is inaccurate: “must not be disputatious;” it does 
not denote so much the disposition as the act, and is in close 
relation with the preceding wdyas; it furnishes the reason, 
therefore, why he should not devote himself to foolish investi- 
gations, which only give rise to contentions. — aA Hruov 
elvat mpos Tavtas] Hos, here and at 1 Thess. ii. 7, “ amiable, 
Sriendly ;” properly, “addressmg in a friendly manner ;” 
if forms a pointed antithesis to pdayerOar, — didaxtiKoy 
(1 Tim. iii. 2). Hoe non solum soliditatem et facilitatem in 
docendo, sed vel maxime patientiam et assiduitatem significat, 
Bengel. According to the context here, the word expresses 
not only the ability, but also the willingness to teach. — 
aveEixaxov] am. Ney. (aveEkaxia, Ecclus. ii. 19, kindred in 
meaning with ézrvetxeca), denotes the opposite of irritability : 
“ natient, submissive” in regard to contradiction (perhaps 
slanderous). — Ver. 25. év mpaotnts is wrongly joined by 
Luther with dveEixaxov: “who can endure the wicked with 
gentleness ;” it belongs rather to what follows, and describes 
the manner of rasdevew. — rradevew is here equivalent not to 
erudire, but to corripere. Luther: “punish,” set right, see 
1 Tim. i. 20. — todbs dvridvatiepévous]| ar. Ney., Synonymous 
with dvtvAéyovtes, Tit. i. 9, and denoting all opposed to the 
word of truth preached by the SodA0s «upiov. The context 
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compels us to interpret it not as “the unbelievers” (Hofmann), 
but specially the heretics. The name, however, is not given 
to them because they are “weak in faith” (Wiesinger). 
Luther’s translation is too strong: “contumacious;” comp. 
with this passage Tit. i. 9,13. The rule here laid down is not 
in contradiction with the édeyye adrovs drotopos, Tit. i. 13, 
not because the avtidvariOéwevot here are different from the 
avtinéyoutes of Tit. i. 9, as Hofmann maintains, but because 
even with the édéyyew damorduws there should also be the 
év TpaoTnte Tavdeverv. The purpose which should guide the 
servant of the Lord in his conduct towards the advridvaTiOéwevoe 
is given in the next words. —pnrote Sen attois 6 Oeos 
petavotay] payrrote, “whether it may not be,’ is joined with 
the conjunctive and the optative; comp. Buttmann, p. 220. 
The perdvora is here supposed to be necessary because the 
eround of opposition is adiucia; werdvoa is the change of 
thought which is necessary els ériyvwow adnOeias. — Ver. 26. 
Kab avaviypwow é« THs Tod StaBdorov rayidos| In the verb 
advange, the ava may express motion from beneath, as in 
other verbs thus compounded (eg. avaféw), so that it is 
equivalent to “become sober,” 2.e. “ come up out of the stupe- 
faction which holds them down” (Hofmann’); but the usual 
meaning of the word in classic Greek is, however, “ become 
sober again.” If the word has this meaning here, then the 
dv7.bvaTLOéwevor raust be the heretics. The error into which 
they had fallen is to be compared with the intoxication which 
beclouds men’s wits; the verb is dw. Aey. In 1 Cor. xy. 34 
we have éxvydew.— The figure wayis is certainly not in 
harmony with this verb; but a collocation of various figurative 
expressions is not infrequent; here it is more easy to justify 
it, as an intermediate thought like cal puc@dow (Heyden- 
reich) may be at once supplied. The collocation may indeed 
be altogether avoided, if, with Michaelis and Hofmann, we 
connect é« THs . . . maryidos with éfoypnuévos following; but 
against this there is the signification of this word, which does 
not mean being saved, but being taken captive. — eCarypnpévor 
im’ adtov eis TO éxetvov Oédnpa] Cwypetv has here the same 


1 Hofmann appeals to avai», Rom, vii. 9, for this signification; but comp. 
Meyer on that passage. 


CHAP. II. 24-26, 291 


meaning as in Luke v. 10: “cwtch,” the notion “alive” being 
allowed to fall into the background. It is questionable 
whether the devil or the dodd0s Kupiov (ver. 24) is to be 
regarded as the Cwypav. Several expositors, Wetstein, Bengel, 
Mack, Wiesinger, Hofmann, and others, have declared them- 
selves in favour of the second view. But against this there 
is the perfect, since the avavndew does not take place until 
they have been caught by the S0dr0s Oeod;* besides, the 
meaning thus obtained would be open to the reproach of being 
too artificial..—With the jirst view (Matthies, de Wette, van 
Oosterzee, Plitt) é&ypyuwevoe may be joined in a natural sense 
with the preceding wayidos; Luther is therefore right: “by 
whom they are caught at his will.” The last words: ets . . . 
Gédnpa, are by Beza joined with avavippwow: ad illius, nempe 
Dei, voluntatem, videlicet praestandam; hunc enim locum sic 
esse accipiendum mihi videtur utriusque illius relativi pro- 
nominis (avTod . . . éxeivov) proprietas et ipsa constructio. 
postulare. But éxe/vou may very easily refer to the same 
subject as avrov; see the passage cited by de Wette; Plato, 
Cratylus, p. 430 E: Setar atte, dv pev tiyn, éxetvou eixova ; 
comp. also Kiihner, § 629, A 3.—As with Beza’s interpre- 
tation, é{wyp. vm. avtod, “would be made too bare” (de 
Wette), the additional clause under discussion is to be joined 
with éCwypnwévor, as indeed it ought to be, according to its 
position. — Aretius takes the correct view of é{wyp., but 
wrongly explains the words és «7.2. as equivalent to 
“according to God’s will, ie. so long as God _ pleases.” 
Heinrichs, too, though he refers éxeivouv rightly, wrongly says 
it is equivalent to ex suo arbitrio, pro suo lubitu. Hés stands 
here rather as in 2 Cor. x. 5; the OéAnpa Tov SvaBorov is 
regarded “as a local sphere” into which they have been. 
taken ; see Meyer on the passage quoted. 


1 Hofmann does not acknowledge the validity of the objection: ‘‘ The perfect 
partic. express nothing else than a condition abiding thenceforward ;” but this 
“«thenceforward” is quite unsuitable here, for in the connection of 2Gaypneévos 
with dyvavipoo: that perfect does not show the position into which they enter 
only by @v«vigew—and which remains thenceforward, but to the position. im 
which they were when the dave» took place. 

2 This is valid also against Theophylact’s explanation: ty rAd vazovrai® 
bard Cuypnbevres id Otod . . . avavinpocw amd ray DodTwy rhs TAdINS. 
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CHAPTER III. 


VER. 1. yivwoxe] For this, Lachm. and Buttm., on the authority 
of A F G 238, ai., Aeth. Boern. Aug., adopted yiwoxere. Tisch., 
on the authority of CD E K Lx, most cursives, versions, etc., 
retained the Rec., of which reading nearly all expositors, even 
Reiche, have declared themselves to be in favour. Still the 
plur. might be the original reading, since there was no occasion 
for changing the sing. into the plur. — Ver. 2. 8 omits oi before 
dvdpwror ; a mere alteration, because the art. seemed to present 
a difficulty in meaning. — Ver. 3. & omits doropyo.— Ver. 6. 
wiymaruriCorres, for aixmarwrebovres, was adopted even by Griesb., 
on the authority of A C D* E F G8, many cursives, versions, 
and Fathers. — Before yuvamépia the Rec. has the art. ré, which, 
however, was deleted by Griesb., on the authority of A C DE 
F Gr, etc. — Ver. 8. The two names are differently written by 
some MSS.; for “Iaw7s, C* has "Iwdéwzs; Vulg. Cypr. etc. have 
Jamnes ; for “IlauSp%c, F G, Vulg. It, many Fathers, also the 
‘Talmudists, have MauSp7c. Matthaei thinks that this change 
was made arbitrarily by Origen, who had a fashion of altering 
proper names, partim propter ineptas allegorias, partim propter 
ineptas etymologias suas. — Ver. 9. The reading in A, davorm 
for cvom, must be regarded as an arbitrary alteration. — Ver. 10. 
rapnxorovdnxas| Lec. Tisch. 7; for this, AC F Gx 17, al., have 
the aorist rapyxorcvéqous, which was adopted by Lachm. and 
Tisch. 8; F and G have the simple jxorobdqoug. The perf. 
seems to be a correction made after the analogy of 1 Tim. iv. 6. 
— Instead of the difficult +7 dywy7, there is found in D* er. 
rT aydérn, @ Manifest correction. — Ver. 11. For éyévero, Lachm. 
and Buttm. read éytvoro, after A 38, al.; but there is not 
sufficient testimony to establish its genuineness. — Ver. 12. 
Tisch. 7: sboeBig Ci», Rec. supported by a large majority of 
authorities; on the other hand, Tisch. 8: Ziv edceBGg¢ (Lachm. 
Buttm.), after A Ps, etc.— Ver. 14. sos] The reading rivwy, 
which has the testimony of A C F G 17, 71, al., Slav. It. 
Ambrosiast., and was adopted by Lachm. Buttm. Tisch., 
deserves to be preferred to the usual sis, for this reason, that 
the latter may easily be explained to have arisen from thinking 
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here of Paul only. De Wette is undecided, but Reiche is in 
favour of the Rec. — Ver. 15. The art. r& before ied is placed 
in brackets by Lachm. and omitted by Tisch. 8; it is wanting 
in C*¥* D* F Gx. — Ver. 16. As xa/ seems to disturb the con- 
struction, it is omitted in several versions and Fathers; Origen 
even has once: (ézéavevorog otou, wperieds gor. — For chery yoy, 
Lachm. Buttm. and Tisch. adopted éazyuév, on the authority of 
ACF GR, 31, 71, 80, al. 


Ver. 1. Consequent on the previous exhortations we have 
a foreshadowing of the evil state of things in the future. — 
tovTo dé yivwoxe] Even if the plural yweonere be the correct 
reading, it does not follow that the epistle was directed to 
others beside Timothy ; when an exhortation is general in 
nature, there is nothing strange in an extension of the point 
of view. —6ét év éoxydtais jpépais] comp. 1 Tim. iv. 1; 
Grotius wrongly translates: posthac. It denotes a definite 
period, not, however (as in Acts ii. 17; Heb. i. 1), the present, 
the time between the appearance of Christ in the flesh and 
His second coming to judgment (Heydenreich), nor the time 
in which the errors shall come to an end (Mack), but the time 
immediately preceding Christ’s zrapovoia, in which time, 
according to apostolic prophecy, the might of the wicked one 
shall be fully revealed in order to be completely overcome ; 
comp. 2 Pet. iii. 3; Jude 18. —évotyoovtar] évictnps, 
as an intransitive verb, has the sense of “be near at hand,” 
but in such a way that it passes over into the sense of “ be 
present ;” thus in Rom. viii. 38, 1 Cor. iii, 22, éveorara and 
wéAXovtTa stand in sharp antithesis as “things present” and 
“things future.” Bengel therefore is correct: aderunt. The 
same is the case with the Latin instare; hence there is no 
ground for finding fault with the Vulg. “instabunt” (de 
Wette), since in the future something future was denoted. 
Luther is not quite exact: “will come.” — xaipot yaderrot | 
de Wette: “critical times;” xacpos is not simply the time, 
but the state of things at the time.— The next verses 
show in what way these xezpoi will show themselves to be 
yanreTror. 

Vv. 2-5. "Ecovtat yap ot dvOpwror] The article of is not 
to be overlooked. Luther is inaccurate: there will be men; 
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Nouveau Test. 4 Mons: il y aura des hommes. The article 
points to the generality, but, as Matthies rightly observes, not 
exactly “all without exception, rather taking the average, as 
a general rule.” —Bengel: majore gradu et numero tales, 
quam unquam, in ecclesia. — Mack is incorrect: “the people 
of whom I am speaking.” — iAavros (Gi. Aey.). It may be 
explained from Arist. ad Nicom. ix. 8: tods giradbrous év 
aiayp® amoxddovot. Heinrichs, on the analogy of 1 Cor. 
x: 24, says: (nt@v ta éavtod, py Ta TOD érépov. — 
horc&pyvpor] only elsewhere in Luke xvi. 14; the substantive 
occurs in 1 Tim. vi. 10. — adrdfoves, drepjgpavor] Rom. i. 30; 
the first expresses boastfulness without intending contempt 
for others ; the second, pride and haughtiness with contempt 
for others; see Meyer on that passage. Hofmann’s explana- 
tion of dddfwv is not appropriate : “ he who attributes to him- 
self an honour which is not his.” — Brdodnpor] “ slanderous;” 
not quite “blasphemous” (Matthies). In 1 Tim. 1 13 a 
definite reference to divine things is given by the context. — 


yovedDow ameeis] Rom. i. 30.— axdpictos] elsewhere only 
in Luke vi. 35 (Ecclus. xvi. 29; Wisd. xxix. 17). — dvécror] 


1 Tim. i. 9. Beza: quibus nullum jus est nec fas. — Ver. 3. 
dotopyot] Rom. i. 31, especially of the natural affection 
between parents and children: caritate a natura ipsa nobis 
insita orbati, Heinrichs. — domovdor] Rom. i. 31; both 
those who make no covenant (Luther: “ irreconcilable ”) and 
those who do not keep a covenant made, “ covenant-breaking.” 
Hofmann says: “one who is destitute of moral sense of 
justice ;” but that does not give the reference peculiar to the 
word. — dudBoror] 1 Tim. iii, 11.—dxparets (arr. Rey.), 
“having no control over one’s passions;” 1 Cor. vii. 5: 
axpacia; the opposite is éyxparys, Tit. i. 8. — dvnpepor] 
(dar. Ney.). Oecumenius makes it equivalent to pol, dmav- 
Opwrro.; synonymous with averenpoves, Rom. i. 31.— 
apirayabou (am. Ney.); the opposite: Pirdyabou, Tit. i. 8. 
Theophylact: €y@pot mavros ayaGod. Luther wrongly: “un- 
kindly.” — Ver. 4. mpodérar] Luke vi. 16; Acts vii. 52; 
here: “men among whom there is no fidelity ” (Wiesinger). 
— mporevets| (Acts xix. 36), qui praecipites sunt in agendo 
(Bengel), “foolhardy.” Hofmann’s is too weak: “ incon- 
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siderate.” — tetupwpuévor] 1 Tim. iii. 6, vi. 4, “puffed up,” 
not merely “made stupid” (Hofmann). — girjdovor paddov 7) 
roGeo (both words dz. Ney. Philo, de Agricult.: qidrrSovov 
kat pidomabs) wadrov 7) durdpetov Kal piddOeov épydbecOar); 
such paronomasia are often found in the N. T.; see Wilke’s 
Hermeneutik, vol. Il. p. 346: “rather hunting after pleasure 
than seeking after God.”*— Ver. 5. éyovtes poppwou 
evoeBelas] poppacis, Rom. ii. 20, in a different meaning from 
here ; see Meyer on that passage. We must not, like Beza, 
understand it to be vera forma et effigies pietatis, sicut in lege 
proponitur ; it rather denotes the external form in general. 
But as Paul contrasts it here with Svvamws, it acquires the 
signification of mere appearance in distinction from true 
nature. — Tv 6é Svvamwy adtis jpvnuévor] Svvapss in contrast 
with poppwors: “the living, powerful nature of genuine 
blessedness ” (Heydenreich). — ypvnwévor] 1 Tim. v. 8; Tit. 
i, 16, 11, 12: “they show that they do not possess the dvvapss, 
and do not wish to possess it.’ — This ends the enumeration 
of the characteristics which Paul uses to describe the men in 
the last times.— Rom. i. 30, 31 is similar to this passage ; 
Wiesinger (following Olshausen) aptly remarks: “it is a new 
heathendom under a Christian name which the apostle is 
here describing.” — A definite connection between the ideas 
cannot be established,’ but in both passages kindred ideas are 
placed together. Thus the two first are compounded with 
giros; then follow three expressions denoting arrogance ; to 
yovedow amadeis there is added aydpsotos ; this word begins 
a longer series of words beginning with @ privative, and the 
series is interrupted by dvé@Boro.; the next expressions: 
Tpoovotat, mporreteis, seem to form a paronomasia; to mpo- 


1 Theod. vy. Mopsu.: @irwvroi ciow ci wdvea xpos ray tauray apersiay wolouyeTss, 
draloves navyapevor Zev dun exvovoiy, UorepnPavor weycdha Opovoiyres tor) craig overy, 
Bardo @nuor xarnryoplass yulporres, cvocios taipersiay Tov dixelov wn mosndmevol, Horopyos 
weph ovdeva onto trovres, Zomovda ov Biusos wept rus PiAius, ouds aanbcis oreph & 
cuyribevras, Dic Boro ravrd re incl, ixciva tvravda Alyovres tal rH xarepyacCeobun 
weeny, axpursis Arrous cav radar, cynwepn ovdsuias ypnoroTnros borishovmsvas, 
reruhupeevos peyar.e Ppovovyres tah Tois wn Tporovel. 

2 Hofmann does indeed seek to establish an order in accordance with definite 
points of view, but he does not accomplish this without much ingenuity and 
many inaccurate interpretations. 
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merets there is added the kindred notion retupwpévor ; some 
more general notions close the list. But this very confusion 
brings out more vividly the varied manifestations of the evil 
one. It is to be observed, however, that the list begins with 
ftravrou, that accordingly only such qualities are enumerated 
as have their root in ¢sAav7ia, and that hypocrisy is the last 
mentioned, as the means by which the selfish man seeks to 
conceal his selfishness by a show of piety. — Heydenreich 
wrongly tries to establish in the particular expressions a 
special reference to the peculiar nature of the heretics. — As 
the closing word, Paul adds the exhortation: kal tovtous 
amotpérou] amotpérou, am. Ney. (1 Tim, vi. 20: éx7pémrec ar), 
is kindred in meaning with srapaitod, ii. 23: “from these 
things turn away, these things avoid.” This exhortation 
shows that Paul in single phenomena of the day already 
recognised the approach of the xatpol yaderrot which were to 
come fully in the future. 

Ver. 6. In this verse the apostle passes on to definite facts 
in the present. We cannot but see that he is thinking of the 
heretics on whose acé8ea he lays siress also in other pas- 
sages; comp. ver. 8 (ii. 16). Hofmann says that “ Paul was 
thinking of people who wished to be considered, and pre- 
tended to be, on good terms with Timothy ;” but there is no 
hint of this in the context. By similarity of disposition they 
belong already to the number of the godless men of the 
future; hence Paul says: é« tovtwy ydp eiow]| ydp gives the 
reason of the previous exhortation, as the apostle means to 
declare that men such as he has described already exist. — o¢ 
evduvovTes eis Tas oixias] évddvvew here, “ enter, press into,” 
with a suggestion of secrecy; Luther: “who slip into houses 
here and there ;” Bengel: irrepentes clanculum; in this sense 
the word is da& dey.’ The form of expression of évSvvoytes 
shows that this évévvewv is a characteristic of those of whom 
the apostle is speaking. — The purpose of this secret entering 
is given in the next words: kat aiypadortifovtes yvvackapia 
K.7.r.] aixwaroTiew, a verb belonging to later Greek : 
“make a prisoner of war;” it denotes here, getting complete 


+ Chrysost.: sides, 70 dvaloguvtoy was tdiAwoe Dice Tov cirsiv; evOodvovres’ To aT IMLOY, 
, 
TAY LTETIV, THY KOAGKEIAY, 
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possession of; the word is thoroughly apposite for describing 
the conduct of the founders of heretical sects.!— yuvaicapia | 
dr. Ney. the diminutive with a suggestion of contempt; “the 
contemptuous epithet indicates their weakness and proneness 
to temptation” (van Oosterzee).— The nature of these yuvat- 
«apta is described in the following three participial clauses: 
cecwpevpéva apaptiass| ocwpeveww (Rom. xii. 20), “gather, 
heap up,” corresponds to the Latin cumulare: “ cumulatae pec- 
catis.” — ayopeva émOuptats trokidars (Rom. viii. 14; Gal. v. 
18, ayeo@ar mvevpare). Luther is inaccurate : “ who go on with 
manifold lusts.” Their internal motive and spring of action are 
their manifold lusts; Chrysostom: ti éote mokiras; évtadda 
modra nvi~ato, THY TpUpyy, THY acxXnLoovHY, THY Aayvelay. 
Comp. Tit. ui. 3.— Ver. 7. wdvtote pavOdvovta] Bengel 
adds the adverb: curiose. The incentive of their wavOavew 
was not the search after truth, but mere desire for entertain- 
ment, a longing for intellectual pastime (comp. the description 
of the Athenians, Acts xvu. 21); this longing makes them 
the prey of teachers who promise new wisdom. Hence it 
goes on: Kal undémore els eriyvwow adnoelas eXOciv Suvapeva] 
pnodérote is am. rey.; Svvdueva is emphatic; they cannot 
attain to the truth, because the necessary conditions do not 
exist in their inner life. Chrysostom: émed) éautas Katé- 
yooay Ttais ériOvpiaus exelvars Kal Tols dawaptipacw, 
émapobn avTav 7 dvdvora—Mosheim thinks that the three 
participial clauses describe the three different classes of the 
yuvatkapoa: (1) sinners, (2) seekers after happiness, (3) 
devotees; they rather denote various traits in the same 
persons, and “the very union of such traits is characteristic” 
(de Wette)—It is no matter of surprise that the heretics, to 
win more followers, turned their attentions to the fair sex; 
that has been done by heretics in all ages. It is a charge 
brought specially against the Gnostics by various writers. 
Trenaeus, i. 13. 3, says of Marcus the Valentinian Gnostic: 
KGALTTA Tepl yuvaixas doyxodeirat; and Epiphanius, Haer. 
xxvi., expressly upbraids the Gnostics with éwraifew tots 
yuvaikaplows and with adratdy 70 abtois TrevOopevov yuvatketov 


1 The word occurs in Ignatius (Zp. ad Philadelph. chap. ii.) in the same 
sense aS here: roaae Avzo akiorioros noovn XOKN aixparurlfovos rods dodpomovs. 
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yévos ;} see Baur, p. 36. This, however, cannot be taken as 
a proof of the later composition of the epistle, all the less that 
many expressions in the descriptions of the Fathers show that 
they had this description in their thoughts. 

Ver. 8. Further description of the heretics: 6v tpdmov 6é 
Tavvis cal “IapBpis avtéotncav Moicet| Paul here com- 
pares the heretics to the Egyptian Magi who are mentioned 
in Ex. vii. but not named. Origen (Tract. 35 im Matt.) 
thinks that the apostle extracted them from a liber secretus 
which bore the title “Jamnes et Mambres.” That is, how- 
ever, doubtful; Theodoret’s supposition is more probable: ra 
pévtoe TovTwY dvopata odK ex THS Oelas ypahas peudOnKev Oo 
Oelos amooToNos, GAN ex Ths aypadouv tav “Iovdaiwy didac- 
kanias. The names were a part of Jewish tradition from 
which they passed into the Talmudic and other Jewish 
writings; see Targum Jonathan, Ex. vi. 11, xxii. 22. Even 
the Pythagorean Numenius in the second century mentioned 
them, as Origen (Contra Celswm, iv.) and Eusebius (Praep. 
Evangel. ix. chap. 8) inform us. “ According to Jewish 
tradition, they are said to have been the sons of Balaam, and 
at first the teachers of Moses, but afterwards his chief oppo- 
nents, and to have perished at last with the Egyptian army 
in the Red Sea;” see Heydenreich and Wetstein on this 
passage.—The correlation of Ov tpdmov ... oftw does not 
necessarily place emphasis on the similarity of the manner of 
the act, but often only on the similarity of the act itself 
(comp. Matt. xxiii. 37; Acts vii. 28). Possibly, therefore, the 
heretics are compared with these sorcerers only because they 
both withstood the truth (so Plitt).— Possibly, also, it is 
because the resemblance lay in the heretics preaching the 
same thing as Timothy, just as the sorcerers did the same 
thing as Moses, the heretics and the sorcerers having the 


1 The passage, quoted by Mack from Jerome (Zp. ad Ctesiphontem), is very 
descriptive: Simon Magus haeresin condidit adjutus auxilio Helenae meretricis; 
Nicolaus Antiochenus omnium immunditiarum conditor choros duxit foemineos; 
Marcion quoque Romam praemisit mulierem ad majorem lasciviam ; Apelles 
Philemonem comitem habuit; Montanus Priscam et Maximillam primum auro 
corrupit, deinde haeresi polluit; Arius ut orbem deciperet, sororem principis 
ante decepit. Donatus Lucillae opibus adjutus est; Elpidium caecum Agape 
caeca duxit ; Prisciliano juncta fuit Galla. 


CHAP. III. 9. 299 


same purpose of striving against the truth (so Hofmann). 
Still the mention of the sorcerers at all is strange; hence we 
may suppose that the heretics by some more characteristic 
trait suggested the resemblance to the apostle’s mind, and 
that this trait was their use of magic arts, to which there is 
allusion made also in yénres, ver. 13 (de Wette, Wiesinger, 
van Oosterzee'). The 6é not only marks the transition to a 
new thought, but also introduces something in contrast to 
what preceded: what they did they did with an appearance 
of piety, but in truth they were opposing the truth. — «are- 
POappévor tov vodv] The verb catadOetpw (a7. Aey.; in 2 Pet. 
il. 12 it is the reading of the Rec., but there is more testimony 
for the simple verb) is synonymous with Scapeipw, 1 Tim. 
vi. 5.— adoxyot mept Hv rlotw] Luther's translation: “in- 
capable of believing,” is inaccurate; nor is Beza’s explanation 
suitable: rejectanei, Le. falsae et adulterinae doctrinae doctores, 
quos oporteat ab omnibus rejici. "Addxiuos is one who does 
not stand proof, and in connection with epi tiv mictw one 
who does not stand proof in regard to faith: “not standing 
proof in respect of faith” (Matthies, de Wette); comp. 1 Tim. 
i119. The description here given of the heretics is the same 
asin 1 Tim. vi. 5: dSvePOappévoe tov vodv Kal ameotepnpévos 
THs adnGevas. 

Ver. 9. A ground of comfort.— GAN od mpokdrovaw én 
maAetov] This appears to stand in contradiction with ver. 13 
and ii. 16, 17. Bengel remarks: non proficient amplius: 
non ita, ut alios seducant; quamquam ipsi et eorum similes 
proficient in pejus ver. 13. Saepe malitia, quum late non 
potest, profundius proficit. This, however, is not a satis- 
factory explanation, since vouny é&e, ii. 17, and wdavevTes, 
ver. 13, point to the increasing extent of the heresy. Chry- 
sostom, however, says rightly: «dv mpdtepov avOjon ta THs 
mAdvns, eis TéAOS ov Siapéver. The contradiction exists only 
when the apostle’s words are wrongly pressed so as to contain 
a denial of every further extension of the heresy. For the 
present their influence is extending; but later it will come to 

1 Van Oosterzee here makes an apposite allusion to Simon Magus, to Elymas, 


to the itinerating devil-exorcisers among the Jews, and to the magic arts 
practised from time immemorial at Ephesus, comp. Acts xix. 19. 
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an end; this does not contradict the apostle’s prophecy in 
vy. 1-5, since Paul does not say that the demoralization of 
men will be brought about by the heretics of whom he is 
thinking here. Hofmann sees no apparent contradiction, as 
he supposes that Paul in the passages mentioned is not speak- 
ing of the same people; but in this he is wrong, since both 
the context and the expression show that those mentioned in 
ver, 13 are the same as those in vv. 6-9.—The apostle 
confirms the thought expressed by adding the words: 7 yap 
dyoa aitav éxdnros éotar macw] The dvowa (=“ want of 
judgment, senselessness”) of the heretics does not refer so 
much to their doctrines opposed to the truth, as to their 
conduct described in ver. 6. — &xdnXog (arr. Ney.) . . . OS Kab 1) 
éxelvoy éyévero] “as they were put to shame before Moses,” 
Ex. vi. 18 f., ix. 11 (de Wette). 

Vv. 10, 11. As a contrast to the heresy, the apostle now 
describes Timothy’s former conduct, for the purpose of inciting 
him to show a like fidelity still. —ovd 6é rapnkorovOncas| 
The verb denotes neither that he was an actual witness 
(Chrysostom: tovtwy ot paptus; so, too, Theophylact, 
Oecumenius, Erasmus, and others;— this exposition is un- 
suitable, since these events, ver. 11, in the apostle’s life had 
taken place before Timothy’s conversion), nor even that the 
knowledge was gained through others (Luther: “thou hast 
come to know”). JIIapaxodov@eiy means “follow,” either 
theoretically, as in Luke i. 3 (“of intellectual following after, 
by which the knowledge of a thing is gained,” Meyer on the 
passage), or practically, as in 1 Tim. iv. 6. Here it can 
only have the latter meaning. Here, however, as in 1 Tim. 
iv. 6, it is not equivalent to imitari, follow as a pattern (de 
Wette), for that does not agree with dvmypois (ver. 11), but the 
apostle’s dudacKania, aywy? K.T.d. are regarded as guides by 
which Timothy is to steer his course through life (so also van 
Oosterzee, Hofmann, Otto’). Wiesinger explains it: “thou 
hast let thyself be moved by my Sdacxarla x.7.d. to join 


2 Otto : ‘‘ rapaxorovésiv is to be taken in its most literal sense, not comprobari, 
amplecti, or even imitari, but follow after. Timothy of his own accord not only 
followed afier his doctrine, but also his sufferings ; for that these lay in the path 
of an apostle was shown clearly enough by events in Antioch, Iconium, and 
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thyself to me.” But this explanation unjustifiably limits the 
mapakonrovlety to “the act by which Timothy first joined him- 
self to the apostle ;” further, this notion of joining himself is 
imported ; and finally, it would seem superfluous to enumerate 
the particular points if they are only to be understood as 
motives for Timothy’s joining himself to the apostle. — The 
aorist says that Timothy followed the apostle before; there is 
no indication whether he did so later. This earlier period 
was, of course, the time when he was the apostle’s cuvepyos. 
The perfect would have meant that Timothy continued to do 
s0.— mov TH SidacKadia] comp. 1 Tim. iv. 6.—7TH dyoyy] 
With this and the following words pov is to be supplied. 
Mack wrongly says that wou is not to be supplied, and that 
ayoyn and the terms following do not refer to Paul, but to 
Timothy: “thou hast followed my doctrine in behaviour,’ etc. 
Apart from the unnatural construction, this view is decidedly 
opposed by ver. 11, for it is quite untenable to suppose that 
Timothy in the places named suffered persecution just as Paul 
did. — aywyy (dz. dey.) in classic Greek is both transitive, 
“the guidance,” and intransitive, “mode of life,’ ratio vivendi. 
The latter meaning (see Esth. ii. 20) should here be retained ; 
the word cannot of itself mean guidance of the church, as some 
interpret it. Luther says well: “my manner.” — 7h mpofécer] 
ef. Acts xi. 23, “the purpose on which the mode of life is 
founded.” —71H miote] not “fidelity in office,’ nor “con- 
scientiousness,” but “faith” —7H paxpoOupia x«.t.r.] The 
difference between paxpoOuyia and tropuovy is, that the 
former is applied to one who is not irritated, the latter to 
one who is not discouraged. — Ver. 11. tots Stwypois, tots 
ma0nuacw| The transition to these is formed by wvzopov). 
The idea of dvwypots is expanded by adding wa@jyacw. The 
apostle is thinking specially of his persecutions, and his reason 
is that Timothy shrank to a certain extent from suffering ; 
comp. i. 6—8.— ofa pos éyévovto (éyévero)] ofa is distinguished 
from the relative &, inasmuch as it points to the nature of the 
Lystra. Hence, however, he is not to be surprised if he finds on his way the 
very thing he had willingly followed after.” —Hofmann explains it : “‘ Timothy 


as scholar followed that in which Paul had preceded him as teacher, so that 
Christianity taught him what Christianity was,”’ 
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mabypata; & would have limited raOjyacw to what the 
apostle had to endure in Antioch, etc.; but ofa indicates that 
he means by wa@npacw all sufferings of the same nature as 
those endured in Antioch, etc. This is the case also with otous 
farther on. The sufferings endured in Antioch, etc., are men- 
tioned because they took place at the time when Timothy was 
adopted by Paul as his colleague—In the next words: otous 
Siwypovs wumnveyxa, the verb is emphatic; it was important, 
when directing Timothy to the example given him, to remind 
him that the persecutions had been borne undauntedly—and 
then that the Lord had granted rescue from them all; hence 
he continues: cal é« mdvtwv we épvoato o Kvpios. Erasmus, 
Flatt, Mack, Heydenreich unnecessarily take the sentence: 
olous . . . Umnveyxa, as a touching appeal; Hofmann, both 
this sentence and the preceding one: of pou éyéveto K.T.X. 
This would only be an unsuitable interruption of the quiet 
train of thought.— trodépes denotes persevering, stedfast 
endurance, 1 Cor. x. 13; 1 Pet. ii. 17.— cal é« mavrov pe 
«.7.r.] Chrysostom: duddtepa tmapaxdnoews, Ste Kal eyo 
mpoOvplay Trapeyouny yevvaiay, Kat ovK éyxatereipOnv. He 
mentions his sufferings, and his rescue from them, that he may 
encourage Timothy to be ready to suffer for Christ’s sake. It 
is to be observed that we éptcaro refers not only to rescue 
from bodily danger, but also to rescue from the danger of 
being unfaithful to his calling, so that out of his sufferings he 
had issued without hurt to body or sowl; comp. iv. 17. 

Ver. 12. The principle here laid down is intended, like the 
mention of Timothy’s conduct in ver. 11, to incite Timothy to 
willing endurance of suffering. — cai mates 5é] Kal . . . 8é, see 
1 Tim. iii, 10. — ot @édovTes] is here emphatic: “they whose 
thoughts are thus directed.” — jv evoeBds] the adverb 


1 Hofmann maintains that if the sentences beginning with oi and ofovs were to 
he relative sentences, the apostle would have written: roi Yiaypois, olous Srdveq nat, 
trois rabiuncy, oie uo tytvero ; but this would make too wide a separation between 
the cognate ideas Swypois and radjwaow, and the second sentence: ola x.7.A., 
would be only a weak appendage.— The objection, that the relative sentence 
with dwypois is quite superfluous, is quite removed if the emphasis be placed on 
iaiveyne. Nor can it be said that “‘ dwyovs is unskilfully introduced,” since 
this introduction was necessary, if the apostle wished to express his thought in 
a relative clause. 
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evoeBds only here and in Tit. ii, 12.—& Xpiot@ ’Iqood] 
denotes the pious life as Christian in its nature; but it is to 
be observed that, according to the apostolic view, true edaéBeva 
is possible only in communion with Christ. Bengel: extra 
Jesum Christum nulla pietas. Hofmann unsuitably remarks 
that the emphasis should not be on éy Xp. "Ino., but on 
evoeBas, for hv etoeBas év Xp. Ino. forms only one idea: 
that of the Christian life of piety. — dswyOjcovrar] expresses 
the certainty: Christian piety cannot continue without perse- 
cution, because the world is hostile to the kingdom of God; 
comp. John xv. 19, 20; Matt. x. 22, 38, and other passages. 
Wiesinger rightly remarks: “Not to comfort himself does the 
apostle say this, but to show that his experience was a universal 
one, as something necessarily bound up with evoeBas Civ,” 
and, it should be added, to give encouragement to Timothy. 
Ver. 13. Matthies (with whom Wiesinger agrees) thus 
states the connection between this and the preceding verses : 
“ Quite different is it with evil men, who, instead of suffering 
for the truth, proceed always farther in their wickedness ;” 
but there is no real opposition in the two thoughts thus 
opposed. The apostle here continues the description of the 
heretics which was interrupted at ver. 10; in contrast with 
of OéXovTes edceBAs Shy, he calls them wovnpol dvOpwmoe Kat 
yontes, and says of them, mpoxomtew érl 76 xepov, which is 
all the more suitable that it was the very reason why persecu- 
tion was threatening the honest disciples of Christ, and with 
them Timothy. — trovnpot 5€ dvOpwmot] As the article is 
wanting, the thought is quite general, but xat yonrtes clearly 
shows that the heretics mentioned above are specially meant 
(in opposition to Hofmann). Paul gives this name to the 
heretics, with reference to ver. 8, where he compared them to 
the Egyptian sorcerers. The word yons is az. Ney. (yontela, 
2 Mace. xii. 24); it is equivalent to payos, Acts xii. 6, 8 
(comp., too, Acts viii. 9,11). Hofmann generalizes the idea 
to that of a traitor; but this is all the more arbitrary, that the 
expression is undoubtedly an allusion to ver. 8. — mpoxdyovow 
1 Wiesinger argues, on the other hand, that ‘‘suffering for the sake of holiness, 


and advance in wickedness with outward success,” do form a contrast ; but the 
idea ‘‘with outward success” is entirely imported. 
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éml To yxelpov] denotes a greater degree of wickedness, while 
ver. 9 refers to the increase in the extent of its influence. — 
How this increase of wickedness comes to pass, is told by the 
words wAavaevres Kal TAavoOpevor. Bengel and Heydenreich 
make wAavévtes and yontes, TAavepevos and trovnpoi parallel 
to each other; for this, however, there is no ground. Even the 
meaning of 7Aavepevos is against the parallel, for it is neither 
transitive: “leading astray” (Matthies), nor middle: qui se 
seducendos permittunt (Bengel), nor even intransitive: “going 
astray” (Hofmann); it is purely passive: “being led astray ” 
(Luther), or otherwise it would have been put first. He who 
leads others astray is himself led astray. 

Ver. 14. To the good testimony given to] Timothy by Paul 
in ver. 10, there is added the exhortation to stand stedfast in 
the truth.— od dé] said in opposition to the heretics. — péve 


év ois Euabes] péve, see 1 Tim. ii. 15; John viii. 31. — év ois 
is equivalent to év rovrous, &. —”Epabes] comp. ii. 2. — xat | 


(sc. &; not év ofs, as Heydenreich suggests) émuct@Ons| not= 
quae tibi concredita sunt (Beza, Luther: “and is entrusted to 
thee”); for msctéw does not mean “entrust to,” but con- 
firmare. It is rightly interpreted by the Greek expositors, 
with whom also de Wette and Wiesinger agree ; Theophylact: 
peta tANpopopias ewabes ; properly, “of which thow hast been 
assured,’ 1.e. of which thou hast been convinced for certain ;' 
it serves to give “more force to &wales” (Wiesinger), by 
declaring that Timothy was also convinced of the truth of 
what he learnt (so, too, van Oosterzee, Plitt, Hofmann). — To 
strengthen the exhortation, Paul reminds Timothy of those 
from whom he learnt the truths of the gospel: efdas rapa 
tivov éuabes] eidws, see ii. 23.— rapa tivev] With the 
usual reading wapa tivos, which Hofmann prefers, tivos is not, 
as some think, Christ, but the apostle as teacher; but still it 
would be strange for Paul not to name himself directly and 
without periphrasis, as he usually does when speaking of 
himself; comp. i. 2. If tiwy be the correct reading, then 


‘In classic Greek srw occurs specially in connection with éx»; thus 
Thucydides, iv. 88: xat wirwoarrss adrdy rois dpxois, i.e. ‘after they had made 
sure of him by oath ”=‘‘after they had made him swear.” Comp, also Hom. 
Od, i, 21. 218; also 2 Mace. vii. 24, xii. 25. 
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these teachers cannot be the qoAXol pdptupes mentioned in 
ii, 2 (Matthies), nor Paul and Barnabas (according to Acts 
xvi. 1 comp. with xiv. 6 ff, Grotius); but only, as is shown 
by aro Bpépovs following, the grandmother and mother of 
Timothy, whose faith the apostle expressly mentions, i. 5 (so, 
too, van Oosterzee and Plitt).— Timothy had already been 
instructed in the truth of the gospel before Paul met with 
him, nay, even before this instruction he had been carefully 
made acquainted with the holy Scriptures. This very fact, 
that from childhood he had been under the influence of divine 
truth and been nourished by the bread of life, was to be an 
incentive to him to adhere faithfully to this word of truth. 
Ver. 15. Kai 61v] Most expositors, including Wiesinger, 
Phitt, and Hofmann (Schriftbew. I. pp. 675 f., and so also in 
his commentary), assume that e/dés and 6t.. . olSas are co- 
ordinate sentences giving the reason why. In justification of 
this irregular construction, Bengel directs us to Johnii. 24, 25; 
Acts xxii. 29; but wrongly.*— Beza, on the other hand, gives. 
the right construction by making «al érv dependent on eidas : 
sclens a quo didiceris, teque a puero sacras literas novisse: 
This, too, de Wette (van Oosterzee agreeing with him) adopts, 
correctly remarking that eid#s usually denotes not only know- 
ledge, but also reflection. — dzro Bpépous ta tepa ypadupara 
otas] amo Bpépous, Mark ix. 21: madu0dev. Chrysostom : 
€x TpwTns nAtKias; comp. Antip. Th. 32: é« Bpépeos. "Aro: 
Bpédovs stands first because it is emphatic; it points back to 
mapa tivwv &wabes. In order that he may continue in what 
he has learned, Timothy is to remember his teacher, and also 
that he has known the holy Scriptures from childhood. — ra 
tepa& ypaupata] This name for the O. T. only occurs here ; in 
John vii. 15 without cepa ; the more usual name is ai ypadai, 
with and without dyas. De Wette’s conjecture is quite 
arbitrary, that the author of the epistle was also thinking here 
1 Hofmann, in regarding the appeal to Acts xxii. 29 as appropriate, overlooks 
the difference of construction in the two passages. In Acts xxii. 29, two 
sentences beginning with #7: are dependent on iaiyvovs, whereas here the first 
independent sentence would be expressed by a participle (cides instead of oa: 
cidas), to which a sentence beginning with é7 is made co-ordinate. This 


irregularity of construction is manifestly not removed by Hofmann’s remark, 
that the first sentence gives an additional fact, the second furnishes a reason. 
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of some writings of the N. T. — ra Suvduevd ce copicar eis 
cwtnpiav| 7a Suvdpeva is present and not preterite (“ quae 
poterant,” Bengel) ; it tells us of a permanent characteristic of 
the O. T. (de Wette, Wiesinger). Sofie is equivalent to 
sapientem reddere; to explain the word as synonymous with 
d:dSdoxewv is inaccurate. When joined with eis cwtnpiav it is 
usually taken in the sense: “teach the way to holiness ;” but, 
as Paul adds Out qwictews «.7.X., which cannot be joined 
immediately with cwrnpiav (= tiv dua cwrnp.), but belongs to 
copicat, that interpretation is here unsuitable; he who has 
faith is already on the way to cwrnpia, or rather is in posses- 
sion of the cwrnpia. We must therefore adhere to the full 
signification of cmpifev ; so that he is speaking here not of 
the first instruction in salvation, but of the ever deepening 
knowledge of it, how that furthers the cwrnpia (so, too, 
Wiesinger, van Oosterzee, Plitt).— 8a mistews tis ev Xp. 
*Incod| comp. 1 Tim. ili. 13. Wiesinger rightly remarks that 
these words are not to be taken as giving the means immanent 
in the Scriptures, but “contain the necessary condition attached 
to the use of the O. T.” (de Wette). Hofmann asserts that cod. 
eis cwtnpiav only denotes an instruction, “ giving complete 
acquaintance with salvation;” for “in order that Timothy 
might remain in what he had learnt, it was only necessary for 
the Scripture to teach what he knew.” But what any one 
already knows does not require still to be taught to him; and 
instruction leading on to knowledge ever more complete, does 
not hinder him from abiding in what he has already learnt. 
According to Hofmann, d:a wictews is to be joined with 
catnpiav, because—as he strangely enough asserts—“ instruc- 
tion by means of faith is a chimera” (1). 

Ver. 16. Reason given for the last thought. — raca ypadi 
Oedrrvevatos Kat wbérALWos TpOS K.T.r.] TaCAa ypady, not: “the 
whole of Scripture ” (Beza: tota scriptura, i.e. Canon Hebrae- 
orum), but “ every Scripture ;” or, still better, “all Scripture.” 
— Oedrrvevaros| a7. Ney.; the explanation of this word, which 
also in classic Greek is applied to seers and poets, is specially 
aided by the passage in 2 Pet. i. 21: td wvedpatos ayiov 
epopevor éhdAnoayv ot dyto. Ocod avOpwror.— In various 
old versions (Syr. Vulg. ; so also in Clement, Origen, Tertullian, 
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etc.) kai is wanting; and Luther did not express it in his trans- 
lation ; in that case Oedmv. is clearly an attribute belonging 
to the subject; Luther: “all Scripture inspired by God is.” 
With the correct reading, however, Oedrv. may be a predicate ; 
so Bengel: est haec pars non subjecti (quam enim scripturam 
dicat Paulus, per se patet), sed praedicati; so, too, Matthies, 
de Wette, Wiesinger, van Oosterzee, and others. Other 
expositors, again, such as Grotius, Rosenmiiller, Heinrichs, 
Plitt, Hofmann, take Qedrveveros as an attribute of the subject, 
even with this reading, and explain xaé as “also.” This con- 
struction is the right one. On the one hand, it is ungram- 
matical to explain waéca ypady by “the whole of Scripture.” 
Wiesinger argues against this by appealing to Eph. 1. 21 and 
to Heb. ii. 3; see Meyer on the one passage and Delitzsch 
on the other, where, too, Liinemann translates: “every house.”* 
Wiesinger argues also that ypady is regarded as a proper 
name, which he tries to prove by 2 Pet. i, 20 and John 
vu. 15; but, though a substantive is used once without an 
article, it does not follow that it has the signification of a 
proper name (on John vii. 15, comp. Meyer). On the other 
hand, this sentence does not properly give a reason for the 
preceding thought (Wiesinger), but rather confirms it, and 
hence there was no reason for directing attention to the fact 
that the whole of Scripture is @edmvevotos. There was no 
doubt on that point (viz. that the whole of Scripture and not 
a part of it was inspired by God), but on the point whether 
the Scriptures as Oeémvevotor are also (Kai serves to confirm) 
apériuos, There is no ground for asserting that, with this 
view, there could not have been an ellipse of €or (Wiesinger). 
—mpos didackadiay «.7.r.| Heydenreich thinks that the 
apostle is not speaking here of the profitableness of Scripture 
in general and for all Christians, but of its utility to teachers 
of religion. So also Hofmann: “ The sentence does not say of 
what service Holy Scripture is to him who reads it, but what 
use can be made of it by him who teaches.” ‘This view, how- 
ever, is wrong; neither in ver. 14 nor ver. 15 is there anything 
said regarding Timothy’s work in teaching; the apostle does 


1 Not less inappropriate is van Oosterzee’s appeal to Eph. iii. 15 (comp. Meyer 
on the passage, and Winer, pp. 105f. [E. T. pp. 187 f.]) and to 1 Pet. i, 15. 
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not pass on to this point till the next chapter, ver. 17 not- 
withstanding. — mpos dudacx. ; Holy Scripture is profitable for 
teaching by advancing us in knowledge; pos édeyyov (or 
édeypov), by convincing us of sin and rebuking us on account 
of sin. Theodoret: éAéyyer yap Huey Tov Tapdvomoyv Biov. 
Chrysostom understands it only of the conviction of error ; so, 
too, Bengel: convincit etiam in errore et praejudicio versantes ; 
Heydenreich, too, refers it, like dvdacKxadia, only to what is 
theoretical. ’“EXéyyew certainly does occur in this sense, Tit. 
i. 9, 18, but it is more frequently used of what is practical, 
1 Tim. v. 20; Tit. ii. 15.— mpds érravdpOwaw] by working 
amendment in us. Theodoret: wapaxare? kat tods tapatpa- 
mévtas éemavenbelv eis THY edOciav odov ; — érravopO. (arr. dey.) 
is synonymous with vovdecia, 1 Cor. x. 11.— mpds mraelav 
tH év Sixatocvvn| by advancing us in the further development 
of the Christian life. Luther is not wrong in translating 
maidela by “correction,” inasmuch as in N. T. usage it is 
applied to the education which not only developes the existing 
good, but also counteracts existing evil. ducavoctvn: “the 
Christian life of piety.” —Theodoret: éxmradever uads Ta eldn 
Ths apethns. — There is an obvious climax in the series of 
these thoughts. 

Ver. 17. “Iva declares the purpose which Scripture is to 
serve. — dptuos 7 6 Tod Ocod dvOpwros| dptvos (literally, 
“adapted ””) is a da. Aey., equivalent to TéAeos, Col. i. 28, 
“perfect;” according to Hofmann: “in suitable condition,” 
which, however, agrees with the notion of perfection. — 0 Tod 
OQcod dvOpwrros| is mostly understood by expositors to denote 
those entrusted with the office of evangelist, and is referred 
specially to Timothy. The latter point is clearly wrong, since 
ver. 16 is general in sense; the apostle speaks here not of 
Timothy only, but of every one who is an dvOp. 7. Oeov. 
Even although Timothy is so named in 1 Tim. vi. 11 with 
reference to his office, it does not follow that here, where the 
thought is quite general, it is a name for the office; every 
believing Christian by his relation to God (van Oosterzee: 
“he who by the Holy Spirit is born of God and is related to 
God”) may receive the same name. — mpos wav épyov aya0ov 
é€npticmévos] a more precise definition of dprvos. — wav py. 
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ay. is also, for the most part, understood to have an official 
reference. Bengel: genera talium operum enumerantur 
ver. 16; nam homo Dei debet docere, convincere, corrigere, 
instituere iv. 2. But this is wrong; it is rather to be taken 
quite generally (Wiesinger, van Oosterzee ; de Wette differs). 
Ver. 16 does not tell for what purpose Scripture may be used 
with others, but what is its influence on one who occupies 
himself with it; and though iv. 2 does deal with Timothy’s 
official work, that does not prove that way épy. ay. is only to 
be limited to this special thought. — é&nptvcpévos] equipped, 
Luther: “skilled””—-The same word occurs in Acts xxi. 5, 
but in another connection (see Meyer on the passage) ; corre- 
sponding to it we find «atnpticpévos in Luke vi. 40 and 
other passages. 
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CHAPTER IV. 


Ver. 1. dsepapripowas| The words ow éyé following this in the 
Rec. were omitted from the text by Griesb., on the authority of 
ACD*EFG LN» 17, al, Syr. Erp. Copt. ete. —The same is 
the case with the words rod xvpiov, against which there is the 
testimony of A C D*¥ F Gk 31, 37, al.— For xpivew the aorist 
xpta: is found in F G, several cursives, Theodoret, and Theoph.; 
this construction does occur sometimes in the N. T. (also in 
classic Greek), but there is not sufficient authority for it here. 
—nare rHy emipdverc.y | For xaré (Rec. after D*** E K L, etc.), 
xai is the reading of A C D* F G8 17, al., Copt. Vulg. ms. It. 
Harl. etc. This reading, as it implies a change of construction 
in the verb, and even then makes the connection difficult, is of 
a kind which would easily give occasion for correction; the 
easiest correction was into zaré. Chrysostom in his commentary 
reads: é +7 éripavetg. Lachm. Buttm. Tisch. rightly adopted 
zai, Which is approved also by Matthies, de Wette, Wiesinger, 
and van Oosterzee. Reiche, on the other hand, because of the 
difficulty of the reading z«/, regards the Aec. as the original 
reading, while he connects zaré with puérrovras xpive aS a pre- 
position of time. — Ver. 2. Tisch. 7 reads éairiunoor, rapuxcrcooy, 
with the majority of the authorities; whereas Tisch. 8 reads 
rupuzcarsoo, exiriunoor. The placing of éririunooy first may be a 
correction, because this word is related in meaning to the pre- 
vious ereyEov. — Ver. 3. Tas lias emibumias | adopted by Griesb. 
in place of ras éribupiag ré&g id/ac, on the authority of A C D 
EF G»® 38, 37, al., Arm. Vulg. etc. — Ver. 6. Instead of rij¢ tui 
dvartoews, Which is the ec. supported by D E K L, al. (Tisch. 7), 
it is more correct, with Lachm. Buttm. and Tisch. 8, to read rig 
dver.vosws juov, on the authority of A C F Gx, al. — Ver. 7. For 
roy ayava rov xardv (Tisch. 7), Lachm. Buttm. Tisch. 8, on the 
authority of ACF GR, al., adopted riv xartv d&yéva, which is 
certainly in harmony with the usage of the Pastoral Epistles, 
but for that very reason may be a correction. — Ver. 10. For the 
fiec. éynxurétrimey (D* K 8, etc.), Tisch. 7 adopted the imperfect 
eynarércrrev, on the authority of A C D** and *** E F G L, etc.; 
Tisch. 8 retained the Rec., which is supported by D* K x, ete. 
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— In Cx, several cursives, and Fathers, red/av is found instead 
of the Rec, Parxuriav; Epiph. Haer. 57, dis. Says: od yap ev Tadarig, 
ag rives TAanbevres el Na GAA ey 77 Tarja ; of this reading 
Reiche says: est utique notatudigna;... me cum Bengelio in 
hance lectionem inclinare sentio, But the mss. almost all sup- 
port the Rec. ; and it cannot be inferred from the name Kpjouns 
(Crescens) that this man was sent more probably to Gaul, where 
Latin was in use, than to Galatia, where Greek was spoken 
(Reiche); it is too rash, therefore, to regard this as the original 
reading. ‘Tisch. 8, however, adopted it, whereas Tisch. 7 does 
not even mention it; Hofmann thinks it the correct reading. — 
Ver. 11. For éyz, Lachm. Buttm. and Tisch. 7 read the form 
ayuye, Which, however, does not seem to have sufficient testi- 
mony in A 31, 58, etc.; Tisch. 8 retained the Rec., with the 
support of almost all authorities. — Ver. 13. For peadvqy are 
found also the forms geAdvyy, Geirdvgy, Derdvny; but geArdvqy is 
best supported. While Tisch. 7 adopted the imperfect drérciroy, 
on the authority of A C F G, etc., Tisch. 8 read the aorist 
artrerov (Fec.), on the authority of D E Kx, ai.; so, too, Lachm. 
and Buttm. — Ver. 14. awoduce] This is rightly read by Scholz, 
Lachm. Buttm. Tisch. 8, on the authority of A C D* er EF Gs 
6, 17, al., Copt. Arm. etc., Chrys. Theodoret, instead of d&rodun, 
which has the support of D*** E** K L, etc., Tisch. 7, Reiche. 
— Ver. 15. avdéornxe] Lachm. Buttm. Tisch. 8 rightly read daurtorn, 
on the authority of A C D* F GB, al.; Tisch. 7 read dvdéornuey, 
on the authority of D*** E K L, etc. — Ver. 16. cowrapeyévero] 
Following A C F GS 17, al., Lachm. Buttm. Tisch. 8 adopted 
the simple vapzyévero;—no doubt the compound svurapay. 
(Tisch. 7) occurs seldom in the N. T., being found elsewhere 
only in Luke xxiii. 48; but it seems nevertheless to be a correc- 
tion made on account of wo. Here, too, the readings vary 
between the imperfect zyxarérerov (ec.) and the aorist éyzure- 
arrov; Tisch. 7 has the former, Tisch. 8 the latter; comp. vv. 10 
and 13. — Ver. 17. Instead of the singular é&xoven, Lachm. Buttm. 
and Tisch. rightly read the plural dxobowor, supported by A C D 
EFGs17,3 Ver. 18. Kai at the beginning of the verse 
was rightly omitted by Lachm. Buttm. and Tisch., on the 
authority of A C D*®& 31, al., versions, Fathers; it was in- 
serted to connect this verse with the preceding one. — Ver. 20. 
MiAjrw| For this A has Myiorg, and Arab. Mea/rn.— Ver. 22. 
For the Rec. 6 xbping "Inoot¢ Xpurig (C D E K L), Lachm. 
and Buttm. have 6 xvpios ’Inoots (A 31), Tisch. only 6 xvpiog (F G 
17, etc.). Lachmann’s reading should perhaps have the prefer- 
ence, as it is the one most open ito correction. — éujv was omitted 
by Griesb. as a later addition. 
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Vv. 1, 2. Exhortation to faithful performance of official duty, 
enforced by the introductory formula: Ssawaptipopar évarioy 
rod Ocod «.7.X.] comp. ii. 14; 1 Tim. v. 21.— Tod pédovTos 
xpivew €. x. vexp.] Theophylact rightly expounds it: Cavras 
Kad vexpovs Neyer Tors 7}5n amreNOovTas, Kal TOds TOTE KATA- 
NehOnoouevovs Lavras; comp. 1 Thess. iv. 16, 17; 1 Cor. 
xv. 51,52. Christ is called judge of the dead and the living, 
also in Acts x. 42; 1 Pet. iv. 5; it is quite wrong to suppose 
that the spiritually dead and living are meant. The allusion 
to the last judgment gives special strength to the exhortation. 
— Kal tiv érupdveray adtod| Most expositors adopt «ard, the 
usual reading, as the correct one, and then take it as a pre- 
position of time (Matt. xxvii. 15; Acts xiii. 27; Heb. iii. 8), 
belonging to xpiveww. With the correct reading, tiv sud. 
«.7.d. depends on Ssapaptipopas as the accusative of the oath 
(so, too, van Oosterzee and Plitt). It is, however, to be noted 
that in the N. T. dcazaptipecOat does not mean “swear” by 
itself, but only in connection with évemvov tod Oeod (only in 
the Pastoral Epistles), and therefore only in this connection 
does it, like other verbs of swearing, govern the accusative, 
as Hofmann rightly remarks. Hence it follows that «ai 
does not connect émipdveayv with the previous évemov, but 
belongs to the following «ai: “both . . . and” (Hofmann). 
De Wette, appealing to Deut. iv. 26, incorrectly expounds it: 
“T call his ‘appearance, etc., to witness ;” present things may 
be summoned as witnesses, but not future events like the 
érupaveva of Christ. — The Vulg. has: per adventum, without 
«ai: probably a translation of card, which is taken as Kata 
with the genitive, Matt. xxvi. 63.— émuddvera, see 1 Tim. 
vi. 14.— Kat tiv Bacireiay abrod] Several expositors join 
the two expressions as an hendiadys (Bengel: émipaveva est 
revelatio et exhortus regni) = tyv émid. THs Bacidelas adbrod ; 
but the avtod with ed. is against this. The two things are 
considered separately (Wiesinger: “the repetition of adrod is 
rhetorical ; each element is intended to be taken independently, 
and considered in its full significance”); the Bactdela avrod is 
the regnum gloriae which begins with the return of Christ. — 
The reason for adding these words lies in the xpivew €. x. v.; 
Paul says he has Christ’s second coming and kingdom in his 
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thoughts, that he may give greater importance to his exhorta- 
tion. — Ver. 2. xypvEov tov AOyov] In 1 Tim. v. 21, Svap. is 
followed by iva with the conjunctive; but here we have the 
simple imperative, which makes the appeal all the more 
urgent (Wiesinger). — Tov Aéyor, sc. Tov Ocod] This more pre- 
cise definition is wanting here, because the emphasis lies chiefly 
on the verb, Paul indicating to Timothy the work to be done. 
—ériatnOs edxalpws dxaipws] Most expositors join these 
words closely with xjpv£ov in sense. Heydenreich: ériarnO, 
sc. T® xnptocew. Theodoret: ody admda@s Kal ws éruyxev 
avTov KnpUTTEW TapeyyUa, GAG TavTA KaLpov émiTHSELoY TpOS 
TovTo vouigev. Vulg.: “insta;” Luther: “persist ;” so also 
van Oosterzee; similarly Wiesinger, who, in harmony with 
erriweve avTots, 1 Tim. iv. 16, expounds it: “keep one’s atten- 
tion or activity directed to a thing.” But this is not the 
usual meaning of the verb; it means rather “ step towards or 
draw near” (Hofmann is less precise: “approach, appear’’), 
comp. Luke ii. 8, 38, and other passages. The word is defined 
more precisely by xijpvEov Tov Aodyov: draw near with the 
preaching of the word. Who are the persons to whom. Timothy 
is to draw near, may easily be supplied from the context, viz. 
to those to whom he has to preach the word. It is incorrect 
to think only of the whole church (Bretschneider: accede ad 
coetus christianos, so also de Wette), or only of the individual 
members (so before in this commentary). Plitt is correct: 
“ draw near (to men), viz. with the word.” — evxalpws axaipas'] 
Chrysostom: pu) Kapov eye wpiopévov, det col Katpos éoTo. 
The further definition given by Chrysostom: «av év ois 
kwovvols, Kav év Secwotnpio ns K.T.r., or by Theodoret: Kai 
év Seopwotnpio, kal wAoim Kal Tapaxepévns tpaméfns, and 
others similar by other expositors, are wrong, since we ought 
to think here not so much of the circumstances in which 
Timothy (or more generally the preacher of the word) may be, 
but of the circumstances of the hearers: “whether the time 
seems to thee seasonable or unseasonable for it” (de Wette, 


1 Similar collocations without any particle of union or separation are not found 
in the N. T., but occur in Greek and Latin classics ; see Bengel on this passage. 
Nicetas Choniates: radeyays iuPpibet toinas, cbxaipms axulpus txtrranrrey. Julian: 
Laropsbero ial ras THY Pidwy oinins axdnros xexAnuivos, Wirgil: digna indigna pati. 
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Wiesinger, van Oosterzee), Hofmann is wrong: “ whether he 
comes seasonably or not to those whom he approaches with 
the word;” for there was no need to tell Timothy that the 
preacher was not bound to inquire into his hearers’ opinion 
and act accordingly. For the truth, the occasion is always 
seasonable. He who desires to wait until the occasion seem 
completely favourable for his work, will never find it. This 
is particularly true of the exercise of the evangelic office. — 
Note, finally, Beza’s remark: nempe quod ad carnis pruden- 
tiam pertinet; mam alioqui requiritur sanctae prudentiae 
spiritus, captans occasiones ad aedificationem opportunas. — 
érey£ov] should be restricted neither to heresies nor to moral 
transgressions; it includes blame of everything blameworthy. 
— érutipnooy] stronger than édey€ov: “blame with decided 
manifestation of dislike;” often in the Gospels, also in 
Jude 9.—wapaxddecov] Blame and exhortation should be 
joined in order to cause edification ; blame by itself embitters, 
exhortation by itself is ineffectual. — év radon paxpoOupia Kai 
d:daynj] An appendix to wapaxdxdeor, or, according to the 
reading of Tisch. 8, to éseriunoov, with which, however, it 
seems less appropriate. On paxpoOvpia, comp. iii. 10.—diday7] 
The exhortation is to be of a kind that will instruct; the 
purpose, as Heydenreich aptly remarks, is not to produce 
momentary emotion and violent tumult of feeling. Avday7 is 
instruction, and is not equivalent to studium alios vera docendi. 
It is wrong, too, to make it an hendiadys, as if it were €v wacy 
diayns paxpoOupia. — Note the connection of this verse with 
iii. 16. The preacher of the divine word has not to perform 
the work of teaching, of reproving, etc., without placing him- 
self under the teaching, the reproof, etc., of the divine word. 
Vv. 3, 4. Ground of the previous exhortation, éotas yap 
Kaipos, OTe] see ii, 16, 17, iii. 1 ff. —The éoras shows that 
he is speaking not of the present (Heinrichs), but of the 
future; comp. ill. 1; 1 Tim. iv. 1.—~is iysawovons Sidac- 
xadias| see 1 Tim. i, 10.—ovd« dvé€ovrac] comp. Acts 
xvill. 14; 2 Cor. xi.4. De Wette: “find intolerable, because 
not consistent with their desires.””——ddAda Kata Tas dias. 
émtOupias| “according to wilful, selfish lusts;” the accent is 
on idéas—a contrast to obedience under the divine will. — 
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EavTois emTucwpevoovat Sidacxdérous] éricwpevew (cr. dey., the 
simple form in iui. 6), “heap up, procure in abundance.” 
Heydenreich’s conjecture is groundless, that the word here has 
the suggestion of: they will set him up for a burden to them- 
selves (Luther: “burden themselves”) for their own hurt; on 
the other hand, Chrysostom is right: To dOudxpetov ARBs 
dua tod" érucwpedoovst, édjAwoe. We cannot but see that 
the word here is meant to indicate the contemptible part of 
their conduct. The ée does not compel us to follow Hof- 
mann in his exposition: “in addition to those who represent 
sound doctrine ;” what follows rather shows that they turn 
away from all such——The reason is given in the words: 
xvnOopuevor THY axonv. KvyOw (az. dey.), tickle, cause to itch ; 
kynGopevor THY axon, “be tickled in the ear,” «e. feel a tickling 
in the ear (tv dxoypy being the accusative of more precise 
definition). This tickling is usually taken to mean a pleasant 
sensation ;* so Hesychius: fntobytes tt dxodoa Kal? 7Sovny, 
and almost all expositors. But this view, before adopted in 
this commentary, is opposed by the fact that fnTodvtes is 
purely imported. The present participle cannot mean: “ that 
they wish to feel a tickling in the ear, but only that they do 
feel it.” Hofmann is therefore right in explaining this tickling 
of the ear to mean the desire of hearing something different 
from what they had heard before; “ because they feel a tickling 
in the ear, they procure for themselves teachers after their 
own lusts.” — Ver. 4. Kai amo pev Tis aX. K.7.r.] TAS adnOetas 
= Ths vy. SidacKxadlas. — émi dé Tos pvOous] see 1 Tim. i. 4. 
— é€xtparjoovrat] see 1 Tim. i. 6. 

Ver. 5. A general exhortation summing up the particulars 
already mentioned.— ov 6€] see iii. 10.— vide ev maou] 
vypev, synonymous with ypyyopetv, 1 Thess. v. 6, and cwdpo- 
veip, 1 Pet. iv. 7, opposite of “be intoxicated ;” it denotes the 
clear prudence in thought and action which it is all the more 
necessary for Timothy to show, because there is impending 
what the apostle in vv. 3, 4 has described. — év maou] “in 
all parts.” — xaxordOycov] see i. 8, ii, 3.— &pyov rotnoov 
evayyedtcTov| According to Eph. iv. 11, there were special 

1 Plutarch (De Superst. p. 167): wovwindy dvbpdiaras ob rpupis tvexn nul nvnoews 


Eat 
wry Oobnval. 


316 THE SECOND EPISTLE TO TIMOTHY. 


evangelists, who were distinct both from the apostles and. 
from the pastors and teachers. Theodoret characterizes them 
in the well-known words: qepilovres éxnputrov. They did 
not belong to a particular church like the sropéves, but 
travelled about like the apostles, preaching the Gospel to the 
Jews or heathen. They could lay no claim to authority in 
their office, since, as Otto rightly remarks (comp. too, Hof- 
mann, Schriftbew. II. 2, pp. 272 f.), they laboured not in 
consequence of an office committed to them, but by means of 
a xapicpa imparted to them, as did also the mpogjras. It 
is incorrect to identify them with the assistant apostles. 
Philip was an evangelist (Acts xxi. 8), but not an assistant 
apostle. Timothy, Titus, and others were assistant apostles, 
and as such, evangelists only in the same sense in which the 
apostles themselves were evangelists; standing in closer 
relation to the apostles, they were their cuvépyou in all official 
duties, and all they did belonged to their dsaxovia (so, too, 
Plitt).' As the evayyedifecOat was Timothy’s chief vocation 
(as with the Apostle Paul, 1 Cor. i. 17), the apostle exhorts 
him: épyov woincov evayyedtorod, adding the further exhorta- 
tion: tiv Siaxoviay cov mAnpopopycov. This latter is not to 
be taken as a mere repetition of the preceding one, or as 
“only laying emphasis on the same thought by the use of 
TAnpopopnaov” (Wiesinger), since, as the whole of the first 
epistle testifies, his dcaxovia included more than the evayyent- 
Sec@ar (which Hofmann wrongly denies *). — rAnpogopeiv] 
synonymous here with wAnpodv, which is even the reading of 

1 Wiesinger is wrong in thinking that Timothy’s office was only that of an 
evangelist, and therefore quite the same as Philip had, and that his labours 
beyond that in Ephesus did not belong to his dexovie. It is certain that his 
labours were done on the special commission of Paul; but it is incorrect to 
suppose that Paul commissioned him to do anything beyond his office. — Otto’s 
remark on the relation of the evangelists to the assistant apostles agrees in sub- 
stance with what has been said above, only it might be more than doubtful that 
their preaching, as he thinks, was confined to an account of Christ’s words and 
works, that they were therefore only ‘‘heralds of the gospel history.”— Otto 


rightly says that the assistant apostles ‘‘represented the apostle in the entire 
range of his work.” 


? Hofmann, without reason, supposes that at the time when Paul wrote this 
epistle, and even before, Timothy was no longer an assistant to Paul in the 
apostleship. There is no hint of this anywhere ; on the contrary, the contents 
of the second epistle are decidedly against the supposition. 


CHAP. IV. 6. See 


some MSS. Luther rightly: “execute;” see Col. iv. 17; Acts 
xi. 25. Though wAnpodopety in this sense is a7. Aey., still 
it is well employed “to indicate the full measure of activity, 
in which not the least point may fail” (van Oosterzee). Beza’s 
exposition is too ingenious: ministerii tui plenam fidem facito, 
i.e. veris argumentis comproba te germanum esse dei ministrum. 

Ver. 6. Paul points to his approaching death in order to 
strengthen his exhortation to Timothy to fulfil his duties 
faithfully. As he himself cannot any longer contend against 
the increasing disorder, Timothy must be all the more careful 
to prove himself faithful. — éyo yap 76n omévoopat] éyo is 
emphatic by position, being in contrast with ov, ver. 5.— 
76n]| not “soon,” but “already ;” it denotes present time; his 
sufferings form already the beginning of the omévder0ar. — 
omrévoopat| Wahl wrongly takes the verb here in the middle 
- voice: sanguinem meum libo, i. e. vires et vitam impendo. 
But it is impossible thus to supply the object; the verb is 
passive. It does not, however, stand for xataczévoopar : 
“T am besprinkled,” ze. I am consecrated for the sacrificial 
death (Heydenreich and others) ; the proper meaning is to be 
retained: “I am made a libation, poured out as drink-offering ” 
(de Wette, Wiesinger, van Oosterzee, Hofmann). The mean- 
ing is, dropping the figure, already is my blood shed; comp. 
Phil. ii. 17. De Wette maintains that the form of expression 
is incorrect without émt 7H Ovoia x.7.r.; but why, it is difficult 
to see. Heinrichs wrongly lets the idea of sacrifice drop out 
of the word, and explains it quite generally as effundere, de. 
viribus defici, “my end is already near, it is all over with me.” 
Luther translates it inexactly, but rightly enough in meaning: 
“T am already offered.”— Paul does not use @vouar, but 
orrévdopat, not because he means to declare that he is fully 
and completely offered for God’s cause (Oecumenius: THs pév 
Oucias pépos Ti povov Oc@ els Ovulawa adcepodto' 1) dé a7rovdy 
amaca avT@® apiépwrac), but because the shedding of blood is 
analogous to the pouring out of the drink-offering ; and as the 
libation formed the conclusion of the sacrifice, the apostle’s 
martyrdom closed his apostolic service, which to him was the 
same as a service of sacrifice (Rom. x. 16; Phil, ii. 17). — The 
idea contained in the figurative expression that his death was 
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near, ig again expressed by Paul in the next words: kal o 
Kaipos Ths avaddacas pou éféotnKe| The verb dvadrvew means 
“unloose what was tied,” so that dvadvow might be equiva- 
lent to “unloosing,” dissolutio (Vulgate, Matthies); but it is 
more correct to return to the usage by which in nautical 
language avadvew with or without dyxvpav means “ weigh 
anchor, depart,” or even of an army, “strike tents, set out on 
the march.” Hence avaddvows is equivalent to “departure, 
setting out,” and ought to be explained as the departure from 
this life; see Phil. i. 23.’ Elsner and Wolf think that there 
is here a special reference to. rising from table, and that the 
word is used in very close connection with o7évdouar: moris 
olim erat, ut, qui de conviviis discederent, diis libarent; dis- 
cedentes autem dicebantur dvadvovres et libantes (Wolf), and 
that Paul means to say: se ex hac vita molestiisque exsatiatum 
abiturum, lbato non vino, sed sanguine suo (Elsner). But, on 
the one hand, the allusion to oévdouat is not to heathen, 
but to Jewish ritual; and, on the other hand, there is no 
hint of the figure of a feast. Not less arbitrary is Beza’s 
explanation, that dvddvows refers specially to the departure 
from battle. — éféornxe] “is near at hand;” Luther incor- 
rectly: “is ready.” 


RemMARK.—<According to the exposition which has been given 
here, and which, in substance, is generally accepted, this passage 
decidedly contradicts the hypothesis that Paul wrote this epistle 
at the beginning of the imprisonment mentioned by Luke. 
Otto, therefore, to favour this hypothesis, finds himself com- 
pelled to give ozévdowas another signification. This he tries to 
obtain from a searching consideration of the passage in Phil. 
ii. 17. He tries to prove that the apostle in that passage could 
only have used omévdowas in the sense of “ devotion to his 
missionary labours.” His proof is based on the assertion— 
apparently to the point, but in reality erroneous—that when 
the particles <i x«/ are joined together, “the xa/ resumes the 
statement made under «/ the conditional particle, at the same 


‘ Otto objects, that in Phil. i. 23 dvaadca: does not of itself mean the 
departure from the flesh, but only when connected with the co-ordinate ody 
Xporg sive. But his objection is made still less forcible by the fact that this 
meaning of the word is clearly indicated, not only by the preceding cxrtydouas, 
but also by wv. 7, 8. 
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time marking it as an actual fact.” This assertion is apparently 
to the point, since «/ za/ is used often where an actual fact is 
under discussion; and in this way, ¢.g., the passage at 2 Cor. 
iv. 16 may be explained: “if our outward man is destroyed,— 
ant ut is actually being destroyed,—then,” etc. But the assertion 
is erroneous, because ¢ xa is also used in passages where no 
actual fact is under discussion. This, eg.,is the case in the 
passage 1 Cor. vi. 21, where, clearly, the explanation cannot 
be given: “if thou canst become free—and thow canst indeed 
become free.” Otto has quite overlooked the fact that <i xué 
with the indicative cannot be different from the simple ¢ with 
the indicative, and this does not declare the fact to be actual, 
but only supposes it to be actual, whether actual or not; the 
fact may be actual, but it may quite as well not be actual, 
comp. 1 Cor. xv. 12, 13, where both cases stand close to one 
another. Hence it is not the case that oévdecdas must denote 
something which, as the apostle said it of himself, did actually 
take place; it cannot therefore be understood to mean the 
apostle’s martyrdom, because, according to Phil. i. 25, he was 
expecting to be freed from imprisonment, but must mean 
simply the cessation of his missionary labours.—As for the 
evidence by which Otto seeks to obtain this meaning for 
oxévdecdc1, it must be held erroneous, since there is no justifica- 
tion whatever for the assertions on which it rests—viz. (1) that by 
the zy contained in ovzvéoue (standing here in opposition to od) 
the apostle meant his “apostolic labours ;” and (2) that in Acts 
xxiii. 11, by the word of the Lord “Rome was appointed to 
the apostle as the goal of his apostolic calling, beyond which he 
was not to preach the gospel.” Though it may be said that 
“the apostle’s ego lived and wrought only in one thing, and 
that, to preach the gospel to the heathen,” it by no means 
follows that when he is speaking of himself, he does not mean 
himself, his person, but his apostolic calling. And though, 
according to Phil. 1. 25, 26, the apostle expects to continue his 
labours after the Roman imprisonment, it is a pure fiction to 
suppose that these labours were to be episcopal rather than 
apostolic. As a result of this interpretation of orévéowe, Otto 
cannot understand d&déAvog to mean the departure from this 
life; it is quite consistent for him, therefore, to say: “ dvéAuois 
can only be the discessus, abitus from the place in which Paul 
then was, this place being the répua of his apostolic career.” 
This exposition presupposes an erroneous view of Acts xxii. 11, 


1 Weiss (Stud. u. Krit. 1861, p. 588) rightly says: “‘If it be said to the 
apostle that he is to testify also in Rome, there is not the slightest hint that he 
is to advance with his preaching only so far as Lome.” 


320 TIIE SECOND EPISTLE TO TIMOTHY, 


and its unsuitability becomes all the clearer when Otto con- 
tinues: “when the messenger has come to his destination, and 
executed his commission, he must return to him by whom he 
was sent; Paul was sent by Christ, to Christ he must return ; 
this is what the apostle says: the time of my return home is 
near, for I am at the goal, and have discharged my commission.” 
And then Otto still thinks that the apostle might with this 
cherish the expectation of being able to labour among the 
Philippians for a longer period, since égéornxev does not mean “is 
near,” but simply “is impending” (!). Finally, there is nowhere 
the slightest trace that the apostle thought at any time before 
his death of ceasing to be the apostle of the Lord. 


Ver. 7. In the prospect of his approaching end, Paul 
expresses the consciousness of having been faithful in the 
career appointed to him, and the hope of the heavenly reward. 
—There is no ground whatever for de Wette’s assertion, that 
this expression is opposed to Christian humility. — tov xadov 
ayava jyovicyat] Luther inaccurately: “I have fought a 
good fight.” The definite article must not be overlooked ; 
see 1 Tim. vi. 12. The perfect myevcwar shows that the 
apostle now stood at the end of the fight to which he was 
called as the apostle of the Lord,’ and that he had fought 
through it faithfully— Baur, quite arbitrarily, is of opinion 
that Phil. i. 30 was here made use of; as little was the 
passage at Phil. iii, 12 ff. used (de Wette).— Tov Spduov 
retéAnka| The same thought is expressed by the more definite 
figure of a race. The point chiefly brought out is that the 
apostle, after continuing it without stopping, now stands at 
the goal. Compare with this passage Acts xx. 24; the same 
figure is used also in 1 Cor, ix. 24, and is indicated in Bhil. 
iii, 12 ff— Hv wictw tetjpnxa] “I have kept the faith,” 
viz. against all inducements to deny it. Heydenreich wrongly 
takes this expression also as a figurative one, and expounds 
miotts to mean fidelity in observing the laws of battle and 
tules of the race; comp. against this, 1 Tim. vi. 12.— rov 
kadov ayava Tihs wictews| Bengel: res bis per metaphoram 
expressa nunc tertio loco exprimitur proprie. 

* Hofmann wrongly maintains that the apostle is not speaking here of his 


labours in the calling of an apostle, but generally of his Christian calling. The 
context clearly points to the former, 
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Ver. 8. Aowrév] Wahl interprets it by 78» (jam, already), 
but this meaning is very doubtful. Other expositors take it 
to be equivalent to 7d Aourdv: “for the future ;” Heyden- 
reich: “one day, after course and fight are finished.” But 
the present dméxevrae is against this; it cannot be “future in 
sense” (Hofmann), for the signification of the word forbids it. 
Beza’s interpretation suits the context best: “in reliquum ;” 
and with this de Wette and Wiesinger agree. At the end of 
his life-course, when he has faithfully played out his part, 
there remains nothing more for the apostle—than to receive 
the reward which is already prepared for him, — azoxerrai 
por] comp. Col. i. 5 (see my Commentary, p. 57).—o tis 
duxatocvyns otépavos| Continuation of the figure from ver. 7. 
— 0 otéfpavos is used for the prize of victory in 1 Cor. ix. 25. 
The genitive ts Suearocvvns, like ths Cows in Jas. i. 12, 
Rey. ii. 10, and ris d0&ns in 1 Pet. v. 4, may be taken most 
naturally as the genitivus appositionis, and Sccaroovvn as the 
perfect state, granted at the judgment to the believer by the 
sentence that justifies him (so, too, van Oosterzee). Auxaso- 
ovvn does not denote the act of justifying so much as the 
state of justification.—Two other interpretations are found in 
Heinrichs: ote. dcxatoc., z.e. corona, vel quae dSicaiws dabitur 
ei, qui ea dignus est, a dicalp xpiTtn (“the crown of just 
recompense,” Heydenreich, Matthies, and others; but d:cavo- 
cvvn never means recompense), vel quae mihi ob dccacoovynv 
debetur. This last interpretation is found in Chrysostom: 
Sixavoctyny évtav0a thv Kaborov dnoly apetyy; also in de 
Wette, Wiesinger, Plitt. It is indeed possible, but impro- 
bable, because in that case we would not be told of what the 
crown of victory consists. Besides, the analogy of the passages 
quoted is against this interpretation..—It is manifestly quite 
out of place to understand éscatocvyn here, as Calovius and 
Mosheim do, of the imputed righteousness of Christ. — dv azo- 
décee (often used to denote the divine recompense on the day of 

1 Hofmann disputes the interpretation given above, because ‘‘ Life, glory is a 
blessing, whereas righteousness is a condition which is rewarded ;” but righteous- 
ness, taken as it is taken here, is a blessing. On the other hand, Hofmann 
disputes Wiesinger’s interpretation, at the same time giving one of his own 
which is far from clear: ‘‘he who obtains the crigaves adjudged to him, is 
thereby acknowledged to be a righteous man.” 

PASTORAL EPISTLES, axe 


$22 THE SECOND EPISTLE TO TIMOTHY. 


judgment, Matt. xvi. 27; Rom. ii. 6) wos 6 «dpsos (de. Christ) 
év éxelvn TH jpépa, 0 Sikavos KpiTHs (see ver. 1), in apposition 
to 6 xtptos. There is nothing strange in laying stress on the 
righteousness of the judge, since that forms the main element 
in the divine judgment. God’s ydpis does not take away His 
Scxatoovvn, and the gospel does not deny, but confirms, the 
truth that for the believer the judgment will take place cata 
Ta épya avTov, or kata THy TpaEw adtod. To this truth Paul 
often directs attention, not only for exhortation, but also for 
comfort ; see 2 Thess. i. 5."—While Paul expresses for him- 
self the hope of the reward of victory, he knows that he is 
not claiming something special for himself alone. Hence he 
adds: od povov dé émoé (sc. atrodwcet K.T.r.), GANG Kal TACt 
Tots nyamnKoot] the perfect in the sense of the present: “who 
have fixed their love on,” ze. “who love” (comp. Winer, p. 
256 [E. T. p. 341]). But if we proceed from the standpoint 
of amodece, the perfect may also be understood to mean: “to 
those who in this mortal life have longed for the appearing 
of the Lord” (Hofmann). — tiv émupdvetay adtod] is not to be 
understood of the first appearance of the Lord in the flesh, 
i. 10, but, according to the context, and in harmony with 
ver. 1, of the second coming. The verb jyamnxoos is not 
opposed to this, for it is used elsewhere to denote the desire 
for something future; see 1 Pet. iii 10. Matthies: “to all 
who in love for Him wait longingly for His second coming.” 
Ver. 9. From this verse to the end we have detached 
commissions and items of news. “This forms the second 
chief section of the epistle. The apostle, with his usual 
habit of keeping the more personal matter for the end, places 
it after the exhortations given to Timothy about his office” 


* De Wette is wrong in his assertion, that this passage is incompatible with 
Paul’s view of grace, and that from a subjective standpoint God’s righteousness 
can only be feared if we are rightly humble and have knowledge of self. If it 
is not denied that in the Pauline passages, Rom. ii. 5 ff., 2 Thess. i. 5, a reward 
is expected from God’s righteousness, we cannot see why Paul could not possibly 
have claimed it for himself. Was the consciousness of his fidelity in the service 
of the Lord, which, moreover, he expresses elsewhere, altogether incompatible 
with his utterance of humility in Phil. iii, 12?—The contrast of objective and 


Subjective point of view—to which contrast de Wette makes appeal—does not 
exist for the Christian consciousness, 
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(Wiesinger). — omovdacov édOciv mpos pe taxyéws] Here the 
apostle’s wish that Timothy should come to him, hinted 
already in i. 3, 8, is distinctly expressed. Even if it were 
the proximate cause of his writing, it is arbitrary to regard 
this as the chief purpose of the epistle, as de Wette does — 
The apostle wished him to come, because those who had 
assisted him hitherto had left him. 

Ver. 10. Anpads yap pe éyxatédumev] éyxatadcimew is 
equivalent to “leave in the lurch.” It is wrong to interpret 
this either of a departure from the place merely, or of an 
entire apostasy from the gospel. Demas is mentioned also in 
Col. iv. 14 and Philem. 24 as a ovvepyos of the apostle. — 
ayarnoas tov viv aidva] The reason why Demas had left 
him; dyamjoas, not “having fixed his love on” (Matthies), 
but “because he loved.” — tov viv aidva] the present world, 
as opposed to the future, zc. the earthly, visible blessings of 
life. In the desire for these things, Demas had left the 
apostle and gone to Thessalonica, cai émopevOn eis Ococa- 
Aovixny, perhaps “for the sake of trade,’ as some conjecture, 
or because it was his native place. Chrysostom: tis avécews 
épacGels, Tod axwdvvov Kal ToD doparods, wadAov elAETO OlKOL 
Tpupav, 7) pet euod Taravrapeicbas Kal cvvdvadéperv poor Tovs 
mapovtas Kivovvous. — Kpyjckns eis Taratiav, sc. éropev0n ; 
but without dyamynoas Tov viv aidva. Crescens is mentioned 
only here. Nothing further is known of him, nor do we 
know why he had set out for Galatia, and Titus for Dalmatia. 
The verb érropevOn is against the suggestion of Matthies, that 
they had been sent thither by Paul.’ 

Ver. 11. Aovas éott povos per éuov] There is no reason 
for doubting that this Luke was the apostle’s well-known 
assistant. He accompanied Paul on his second missionary 
journey from Troas, Acts xvi. 10, then on his third journey, 
Acts xx. 5-xxi. 18. He was with Paul both in his imprison- 
ment at Caesarea and in the first imprisonment at Rome, 

1 Hofmann’s remark is purely hypothetical, that croddacoy z.7.a. is not an 
invitation, but refers to Timothy’s willingness to come, which he had expressed 
to Paul in a letter. 

2 Hofmann, taking TaAiay to be the original reading, supposes that Crescens 


and Titus had left the apostle in order to work for the gospel in places to which 
Paul himself had not come. 
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Acts xxvii.; Col. iv. 14; Philem. 24.— Mapxov dvahaBov 
éiyarye (or common reading: dye) weTa ceavtov] Mark, too, is 
the young apostle with whom we are acquainted from the 
Book of Acts. According to Col. iv. 10, Philem. 13, he 
was likewise with Paul in his first Roman imprisonment ; 
avara8ev, see Acts xx. 14. It is not known where Mark 
was at this time. The reason why Paul wished to have him 
is given in the words: gor yap pou evypnotos eis Saxoviar] 
evypnatos, ii. 21. Avaxovia here is to be understood of the 
apostolic office’ (according to Wiesinger: “ of Mark’s personal 
services, but certainly in the apostle’s vocation ”). 

Ver. 12. Tuyixov dé aréotetha cis "Egecov] Tychicus was 
in Greece with Paul on the third missionary journey, and 
preceded him to Troas, Acts xx. 4, 5. According to Col. 
iv. 7 and Eph. vi. 21, Paul sent him from Rome to Asia 
Minor. Otto thinks that this was the occasion mentioned 
here, and tries to prove it particularly by an interpretation of 
the passages quoted from the Epistles to the Colossians and 
the Ephesians. There are, however, well-founded objections 
to his theory. The facts are such, the two occasions on 
which he was sent can obviously not be identical. — eds 
"Edecov| Paul here mentions Ephesus as the place to which 
he had sent Tychicus; but we cannot infer from this, as 
Theodoret and de Wette infer, that Timothy had not at that 
time lived in Ephesus—The reason why he was sent is not 
given. Possibly it was to convey this epistle (Wieseler) ; bu. 
not probably, for in such a case Paul would have ee 
written mpos cé (Tit. iii, 12 ; Wiesinger). 

Ver. 13. Timothy is pom onad to bring with him cer- 
tain belongings. The first named is tov deubvae On the 
various spellings of this word, see the Greek lexicons. 
Regarding the meaning, Chrysostom said: qeddvnv évtadba 
TO ipatiov réyes’ TWes SE hac TO yAwoodKopmov, evOa TA 

1 What Otto (pp. 257 ff.) on this passage adduces regarding the relation of 
Mark to Paul are groundless suppositions. It is a purely arbitrary assumption 
that Mark, after abstaining for some time from work among the heathen, had 
again offered his services to Paul through Timothy. And it is equally an 
assumption to say, that from the words s#xpuoros x.7.a. it would appear that 


Mark could not have hitherto given Paul his services, because in that case Paul 
would not have ‘‘ censured him regarding his usefulness for the ministry ” (!). 
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BiBXia éxevto; and the most recent expositors are still at 
variance. Matthies takes it in the second meaning: “ cloak- 
bag, covering for books,” because it is improbable that Paul 
should have left his travelling cloak behind him. De Wette 
adopts the first meaning, for the reason given by Bengel: 
theca non seorsum a libris appellaretur. This is the more 
probable view ; there is little force in the objection, that we 
cannot see what use Paul would have for the mantle when he 
was expecting death so soon. — dv dzrédurrov év. Tpwdds rapa 
Kdpz@] From this it is clear that Paul had been in Troas 
before he came to Rome, but the time is not stated. In any 
case, it is very improbable (see Introd. p. 25) that this sojourn 
was the one mentioned in Acts xx. 6. He did not, however, 
touch at Troas on his voyage from Caesarea to Rome. — 
Carpus is mentioned only here.—xal ta BiBdLla, padiota 
tas peuBpavas] Since Paul says nothing further about them, it 
is idle conjecture to define more precisely the contents of the 
books written on papyrus, and of the more valuable rolls of 
parchment. 

Vv. 14, 15. Warning against a certain Alexander. *“Anéé- 
avépos 6 xyadxevs] see on 1 Tim, i. 20.—odAd pou Kand 
évedetEato| The words point to a personal injury which he 
had inflicted on the apostle. This must, however, be added 
to an attitude of opposition to his words, as is shown in the 
words: Alav yap avréctn Tois jpetépors Adyous] It is doubtful 
where this was done, and where Alexander was at the time 
of the composition of this epistle. Further, the warning : 
dv kal od dvdAdooov, may refer both “to Timothy’s presence 
in Ephesus and to his future stay in Rome” (de Wette). 
Wiesinger conjectures that this Alexander, a native of 
Ephesus, had come from there to Rome to give testimony 
against the apostle (at his rpwtn darodoyia, ver. 16), and had 
afterwards returned to Ephesus.’ This conjecture obtains 
some probability from the fact that in the very next verse 

1 Hofmann supposes that this Alexander was the same as the one mentioned 
in Acts xix., and that he had given testimony against the apostle in Ephesus. 
The opinion is manifestly too far-fetched, that Luke would not have mentioned 
him in the Acts, if the Roman Theophilus, for whom in the first place he wrote 


the Acts, ‘‘ had not known Alexander from some other source, in the manner in 
which we make acquaintance with him in the passage before us,” 
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Paul speaks of the dodoyia; but this fact cannot be regarded 
as making the matter certain. The words preceding this 
warning, if we read dmodéce, aiT@ 0 Kipios KaTa Ta Epya 
adtod, present no difficulty. Even with the reading drodon 
they cannot form a reason for reproaching the apostle with a 
desire for vengeance; Christian love does not extinguish the 
feeling of justice; besides, the apostle does not speak the 
words because of the personal injury, but because of Alexander’s 
hostility to the truth. Justin (quaest. 125, ad Orthod.) says 
of these words: pémovca avdipl amoortéd@ pr éxduKodyTe 
éavTov, GAA SiddvTL TOTOv TH Opyn; comp. Rom. xii. 19; 
1, Pet. ii. 23. 

Vy. 16, 17. Information regarding the apostle’s present 
condition, év 7 mpétn pov amonroyia] amodoyia: the public 
appearance before the court; comp. Phil. i. 7. °Ev 79 mpory 
shows that there was a second appearance in order to bring the 
case to an end. On the time when the first trial took place, 
see the Introduction, where, too, there is a discussion of Otto’s 
hypothesis, that it means the proceedings before Festus, as 
recounted in Acts xxv. 6-12. — oddels ror mapeyévero] “ no 
one stood on my side, was present with me,” viz. as patronus* 
(defender). It is the negative expression of the thought 
which in the next words is given positively: a\Ad mavtes pe 
éycatédurrov. As to the reason why they had left the apostle, 
Theodoret says rightly: od KaxonOelas Hv, adda Seidias 1) 
broyopyois. — However much this want of evangelic spirit 
may have pained the apostle, he says no word in anger: ju 
avtots AoyioOein: “may it not be reckoned to them, but 
pardoned.” — Ver. 17. 6 8& Kipsds prot tapéotn] said in sharp 
antithesis to the previous thought. The presence of the 
Lord manifested itself to the apostle in the courage which he 
had to testify freely and openly regarding Him; hence xal 
évedvvauwoé pe] Chrysostom: mappnolav éyapicato; comp. 
1 Tim. i. 12; Phil. iv. 13. According to Otto, this expres- 


1 Wolf: verb. cyprapayiverdar indicat patronos et amicos, qui alios, ad 
causam dicendam vocatos, nunc praesentia sua, nunc etiam oratione adjuvare 
solebant, Graeci dicunt nunc rapuyiveodas, nunc rapelver, NUNC coprapeives. — 
See further, in Rein, Rém. Privatrecht, p. 425; Schdmann, Attisch. Recht, 
p. 708. 
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sion means simply that the Lord “ maintained the apostle’s 
cause against his accusers,’ which is clearly an unjustifiable 
paraphrase of the word, as the apostle is speaking not of his 
cause, but of himself. Even if évedvyduwoe be used in a 
forensic sense, its signification cannot be altered; it applies 
to the strengthening which enabled the apostle so to speak 
as to ward off sentence against him. The purpose of this 
strengthening was: wa ov éuod TO Knpuvypa tAnpodopyOA] 
According to the meaning suitable to the word Anpodopeiv 
in Rom. iv. 21, xiv. 5, Beza translates: “ut per me praeconio 
evangelii fides fieret.” Heydenreich, too, thinks that wAnpo¢. 
refers to the confirmation of the gospel or testimony to it, 
either through the proofs delivered by Paul or through the 
joy he exhibited. But it is safer to take wAmpod. in the same 
sense here as in ver. 5, some of the Mss. even reading 
TAnpobh for mrAnpodopy?7. It is, however, inaccurate to take 
the expression in the sense of: “that I might be enabled to 
preach the gospel” (de Wette). In this interpretation full 
force is not given to wAnpodopetv. These words must be taken 
in very close connection with cal adxoton Twavta ta éOvn, and 
referred to the apostle’s being called to preach the gospel to 
the heathen. The kypuypa, sc. Tod evayyedtov, was fulfilled 
by Paul, inasmuch as it was done openly before all people 
(Wieseler, Wiesinger) in the metropolis of the world (was 
delivered before the corona populi, before the court). Hof- 
mann, regarding this interpretation of the apostle’s words as 
forced, understands wa «.t.d. in this way: “If courage and 
strength had failed the apostle before the heathen tribunal of 
the metropolis of the world... his confident belief that the 
heathen world was called to become the church of Christ 
would have been shattered.” But the words 8’ éuod... 
TAnpopopynOy distinctly say that the preaching had been 
carried out by the apostle himself, and not simply that the 
preaching to be done by others would not be hindered by him, 
ae. by his conduct.— The wa was fulfilled by the apostle’s 
speech in the rpétn amonoyta. Otto, on the contrary, asserts 
that the first avroAoy/a and the preaching in Rome took place 
at different times, and that wa refers to what was to be done 
afterwards in Rome by the apostle. This is wrong, since in 
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that case wa ought not to stand before, but after éppvaOnv. — 
Kab éppvaOnv éx otopatos AéEovtos] second proof of the help 
and presence of the Lord.— ordua déovtos has been very 
variously explained. The expression is not to be taken 
literally (Mosheim), but figuratively, and is to be referred to 
the punishment of being thrown to the lions. — Chrysostom 
and many after him take Nero to be the Aéwyv; Pearson again 
takes Helius Ceasareanus, since Nero at the time had departed 
for Greece. Wahl thinks Aéwy a metaphor for tyrannus 
crudelis, while Wolf explains it to be omnis illa hostium 
caterva, quorum conatus in prima apologia tunc facta eluserit.’ 
All these interpretations are inappropriate. In the first place, 
the metaphor is not in Aéwy alone, but in ctoua RéEovTos (so, 
too, van Oosterzee, Hofmann); and, secondly, this expression 
can hardly be referred simply to the danger that threatened 
the apostle from men, but also to the danger prepared for 
him by the might of Satan, which was opposed to Christ. 
Hence the interpretation “deadly danger” (so de Wette, 
Wiesinger, van Oosterzee) is not sufficient? Paul escaped 
from the danger impending over him, unhurt in body and 
soul (see on ii, 11), escaped as a conqueror in the eyes of 
the Lord, and hence he says: égpra@nv éx otdpatos NEovTos. 
Ver. 18. In the assured confidence of faith, the apostle 
adds to éppdcOnv the word of hope: pvoetai pe 0 KUptos amo 
mdvTos €pyou tovnpod, for he knows that the Lord—even if 
it be through death (ver. 6)—will bring him into His king- 
dom. épyov movnpoy is not equivalent to evil, as Luther 
translates it and Matthies explains it: “from every evil 
circumstance.’ Taken in this sense, the thought would be 
quite irreconcilable with the apostle’s conviction in ver. 6. 
Besides, in the N. T. wovnpov never refers to merely external 
affliction ; it denotes rather what is morally evil. Still it 
cannot here mean the evil work which the apostle might do 


1 Otto adopts an explanation to suit his opinion that this arorcyia took place 
in Caesarea before Festus: ‘‘ Judaism was the lion that panted for the apostle’s 
blood,” and from it the apostle was delivered when he appealed to the emperor, 
and Festus received the appeal. 

? Hofmann : ‘‘ His danger was a greater one, to lose... before the tribunal 
his courage in confessing Christ. That he had escaped it, he owes thanks to 
God’s help.” 
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(Chrysostom: wav dudptnua; Grotius: liberabit me, ne quid 
agam Christiano, ne quid Apostolo indignum; de Wette: 
“from all evil work which I might do through want of sted- 
fastness, through apostasy, and the like;” so, too, Beza, Heyden- 
reich, and others). It must be interpreted of the wicked works 
of the enemies of the divine word; only with this view is the 
verb pvcerat appropriate, especially when combined with cdcee 
(Wiesinger, van Oosterzee, Hofmann). The apostle was still 
exposed to the attacks of the evil one, but he expresses the 
hope that the Lord would save him from them, so that they 
would do him no harm. Not, indeed, that he would not 
suffer the martyrdom he expected, but that through this he 
would come into the heavenly kingdom of the Lord, where 
there was prepared for him orégavos ths Sixarocdvns (ver. 8). 
— kal cdcet eis tiv Bacirelav abtod tiv éroupaviov] coéces 
eis is a pregnant construction: he will save me and bring me 
into = c@fwv d&ev wé eis (Heydenreich)—The expression % 
Bacihela 4 érrovpdvios does not occur elsewhere in the N. T.; 
but the idea is thoroughly apostolic and Pauline. For though 
Paul often calls Christ's kingdom a future one, Christ is 
also present to him as Baowredvs ev tots émovpaviows, whose 
Bacireia, therefore, is also a present one.’ The context 
points to this meaning here. In Phil. i. 23, Paul expresses 
the longing to come to Christ through death; here he expresses 
the hope that the Lord would remove him into His kingdom 
€x TavTos épyou movnpov.—As a suitable and natural utter- 
ance of awakened feeling, there follows a doxology which in 
this place cannot surprise us, though commonly his doxologies 
refer to God and not to Christ specially.” 

Ver. 19. Paul sends greetings to Prisca and Aquila—Paul 
had become acquainted with them in Corinth (Acts xviii. 2), 
from which they accompanied him to Syria (ver. 18). When 
Paul wrote the Epistle to the Romans they were in Rome 
(Rom, xvi. 13), but they were in Corinth at the time of his 


1 There is nothing to indicate that the apostle is here alluding to the heavenly 
kingdom of the Lord, ‘‘in contrast with the earthly dominion of the present” 
(Hofmann). 

2 In Rom. xvi. 27, ix. 5, Heb, xiii. 21, the reference is at the very least 
doubtful. 
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writing the First Epistle to the Corinthians (1 Cor. xvi. 19). 
—xat tov ’Ovnoiddpov oto, see on i. 16. 

Ver. 20. "Epaotos éuewev év Kopiv0m| While on his third 
journey, the apostle sent forward a certain Erastus from 
Ephesus to Macedonia along with Timothy (Acts xix. 22). 
It can hardly be doubted that it is the same man who is 
mentioned here. It is more uncertain if the one alluded to 
in Rom. xvi. 23 is also the same (as Otto thinks); still it 
does favour the identity that the latter dwelt in Corinth 
as 6 olKOVvomos THS Todews, and that the Erastus here men- 
tioned remained in Corinth. Meyer, however (see on Rom. 
xvi. 23), and Wiesinger think it improbable. Hofmann holds 
that the Erastus mentioned in Acts xix. 22, and the city 
chamberlain in Rom. xvi. 23, are two different men, and that 
the one mentioned here is identical with the latter. — éueve] 
4.¢. “he remained in Corinth, viz. when I left it;” the tense 
favours this view. Paul notices the fact because he thought 
that Timothy believed that Erastus had left Corinth with the 
apostle. Hug explains it: “Erastus, whom I expected in 
Rome, remained behind in Corinth;” but this would suit 
better with the perfect. Besides, there is nothing to indicate 
such an expectation. — Tpodipov Sé amédrurov ev Miryro 
aoGevodvta] Trophimus, an Asiatic, accompanied Paul on his 
third journey, and went before him from Greece to Troas 
(Acts xx. 4). His presence in Jerusalem was the occasion of 
the tumult against Paul (Acts xxi. 29)-From this passage 
it would appear that Trophimus had wished to accompany the 
apostle on his journey, but had been left behind at Miletus 
sick. The apostle cannot have been in Miletus with Tro- 
phimus before the first imprisonment in Rome; hence the 
expositors who deny that Paul was twice imprisoned in 
Rome, and admit the genuineness of the epistle, are driven to 
great straits in interpreting this passage. Thus Hug, Hemsen, 
and Kling hold awédrov to be the third person plural. 
Wieseler does not give the proper force to déurrov, which— 
as de Wette rightly remarks—presupposes that they had 
been previously together in Miletus. Regarding the views of 
Wieseler and Otto, comp. Introduction, § 3, pp. 19, 20. It is 
altogether arbitrary to read év Mendéry, or to suppose that 
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Miletus in Crete is meant—The reason for speaking about 
Erastus and Trophimus appears in ver. 21; comp. vv. 9, 10. 
He did not mention them in ver. 10, because “there he was 
speaking only of those who had already been with him in 
Rome and had left him” (Wiesinger). Hofmann thinks that 
Paul mentions them in reply to a question from Timothy 
regarding the two who might serve as witnesses for his 
defence; but this is mere conjecture, for which no good 
grounds can be given. 

Ver. 21. Saovdacov mpd yeysdvos édOciv] see ver. 9, 
taxéws. Even if apo yeyuavos is to be connected with 
Taxyéws, it does not follow that the epistle was written just 
before winter; comp. Introd. § 3. Xeuov may indeed 
mean the “ winter-storm” (Wieseler), but it is more natural 
here to understand it of the season of the year (Wiesinger). 
Timothy is to come to the apostle before winter, that the 
winter might not prevent him from coming soon.—Finally, 
Paul sent greetings from Eubulus, Pudens, Linus, and Claudia, 
who are mentioned only here, and from all the Christians 
in Rome. These are named specially, not as the apostle’s 
ovvepyot, but probably because they were personally acquainted 
with Timothy. Linus is probably the one whom the Fathers 
name as the first bishop of Rome. 

Ver. 22. Benediction. This is peculiar in its nature. Only 
at the end of the First Epistle to the Corinthians do we find, as 
here, a double benediction, and there it runs differently. For 
6 KUpios . . . and 4 xdpis . . . the form elsewhere is always 
4h xdpis Tob Kuplov.— peta Tod avevpatos cov] comp. Gal. 
vi. 18; Philem. 25.—7% ydpis pe tudv] comp. 1 Tim. 
vi. 22. 

1 Hofmann regards them as suitable witnesses for the defence, assuming that 
the charge against the apostle rested on this, that his preaching of the gospel 
was contrary to the constitution of the state. Erastus was present in Corinth 
on the occasion mentioned in Acts xviii. 12, and Trophimus when Paul was 


made a prisoner at Jerusalem. Both might therefore testify that Paul was not 
to blame for these tumults. 
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TlatXov tod amooroXov 4 pos Titov émiotonn. 


In A, al. the inscription begins with dpyeras; in D E F G it 
runs simply zpos Tirov. 


CHAPTER 


Ver. 1. For ’Ijoot Xpiorod, Buttm. and Tisch. 7, following A, 
al., adopted Xpiorod "Inoct; but the majority of the most impor- 
tant Mss. (D** EF G H J K L®) support the fee. (Lachm. 
Tisch. 8). — Ver. 4. xépis xa? eipqvn] So Scholz, Tisch., following 
C* DEFG J 8 73, al., Syr. Copt. Chrys. Aug. al.—Lachm. 
and Buttm. retained the usual reading: xépre, ¢Asoc, eipqyn; it is 
found in A C** K L, etc., but seems nevertheless to be a cor- 
rection from the analogy of 1 Tim. i. 2; 2 Tim. i. 2.—Titt- 
mann’s reading: yépis, ZAcos, ual sipqyn, 18 quite arbitrary. — 
Matthaei: 220s nullus meorum omittit, nec ex quinque Us, 
quos postea consului. Reiche decided for the reading of Tisch. 
— nal xvpiov Ijoot Xpiorcd] For this Lachm. Buttm. Tisch. read 
xa) Xpiorod "Inood, on the authority of A C D* al., Vulg. Copt. 
Arm. Theodoret, etc. — Ver. 5. So far as internal evidence goes, 
we cannot decide whether the Rec. xaréA:ov or the reading 
axéxirov (Lachm. Tisch.) is the original one; both may be cor- 
rections, the latter on the analogy of 2 Tim. iv. 20, the former 
on the analogy of Acts xviii. 19, xxiv. 27. Hofmann prefers 
zarareirev, because it means: “leaving some one behind in 
going away;” but the simple verb is in no way unsuitable in 
the passage. The external evidence (A C D* F G, al., Or. Basil. 
ms.) is in favour of d&réxrzov. It is uncertain, too, whether the 
aor. aridimoy (Rec, supported by D E K x, al., Lachm. Buttm. 
Tisch, 8) or the imperf. datruvov (A CF GJ L, al., Tisch. 7) is 
the original reading. Hofmann prefers the imperf. “ because it 
was part of the purpose for which Paul at that time left Titus 
behind ;” but this would not prevent the apostle from writing 
the aor.—The authorities waver between the middle éa:d:0pddan 
(Lec, Tisch.) and the act. érdspddong (Scholz, Lachm. Buttm.). 
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Since in classic Greek the middle is more current than the 
active, it may be supposed that the middle was a correction. 
It can hardly be supposed that the copyists did not know the 
middle form (Hofmann). — Ver. 10. In A C J &, many cursives, 
etc., za/ is wanting between woAdof and dwuxréraxror, for which 
reason it was omitted by Lachm. and Tisch. 8. Tisch. 7 
retained it, on the authority of D E F G K L, several cursives, 
etc. The xa/ was perhaps added to be in accordance with 
classical usage——In several mss. (F G 67* 73, al.), as well as 
in some versions, Oecum. Hilar., a z«/ was inserted after dyuxé- 
cazro.— Ver. 15. The wéy following zara in the Rec. is to 
be deleted, on the authority of A C D* E* FG 8 17, al., 
Vulg. It. Or. Tert. ete—For wemaoudvors, weusaupévors is found 
in A C K L 8, many cursives, etc., and was adopted by 
Lachm. Buttm. and Tisch. (see Winer, p. 84 [E. T. p. 108]). 
D* has peusavévors. 


Ver. 1. Iatros Sodd0s Ocod] This designation, which 
indicates generally the official position (Wiesinger: “ dodXos 
@cod here in the same sense as in Acts xvi. 17, Rev. i. 1, 
xv. 3, etc., not as in 1 Pet. i. 16, Rev. vu. 3,” etc.), is not 
usually found in the inscriptions of the Pauline Epistles. In 
the Epistle of James we have: Oeov cal xupiov “I. Xp. 
dodAos, and in writing to the Romans and Philippians Paul 
says SodAos "I. Xp.—amoatonros dé I. Xp.] 5é indicates here 
not so much a contrast (as Mack thinks) as a further defini- 
tion (Matthies: a more distinct description); comp. Jude 1. 
With this double designation comp. Rom. i. 1: dodo ’I. 
Xp., KAnTos amoorodNos. — Kata Tiotw éxreKTov Ocod] Kata 
is explained by Matthies to mean: “according to faith, so 
that the apostleship is described in its normal state, in its 
evangelic character;” but it is altogether opposed to the 
apostolic spirit to make appeal on behalf of the apostleship to 
its harmony with the faith of the elect. Kata rather expresses 
here the general relation of reference to something: “in regard 
to faith;” the more precise definition must be supplied. 
This, however, can be nothing else than that which in Rom. 
i. 5 is expressed by els (els traxony mictews ev Trace T. 
éOveow). It is on account of the miotus éxr. Ocod that he is 
a 500A. Qeod and amor. Xp., and to this his office is related, 
see 2 Tim, i, 1, This general relation is limited too precisely 


334 THE EPISTLE TO TITUS. 
by the common exposition: “for producing faith,” etc.) 
Hofmann thinks the apostle uses kata riot. éxd. to describe 
faith as that which is presupposed in his apostleship, as that 
without which he would not be an apostle; but, on the one 
hand, we should in that case have had wov; and, on the other 
hand, cata does not express a presupposition or condition. — 
The expression éxAcxtol Ocod is taken by de Wette in a 
proleptic sense, to mean those who, by the free counsel of 
God, are predestinated to faith; and cata wiotw ékr. @., 
according to him, declares the faith of these elect to be the aim 
of the apostolic office. Wiesinger, on the contrary, thinks the 
expression €xAexTol Oeod quite abstract, leaving it uncertain 
“ whether the xAjous has already taken place in their case or 
not ;” but he agrees with de Wette in taking the éxXexTor to 
be the object of the apostolic labours, so that the meaning is: 
in order to produce or further faith in the elect. But in the 
N. T. the expression é«Aextol Oeod is always used of those 
who have already become believers, never of those who have 
not yet received the «Ajous. Since it cannot be said that the 
purpose of the apostolic office is to produce faith in the 
éxdextol (Plitt: “that the elect may believe”), who as such 
already possess faith, nor that it is to further their faith, 
miotis ékdexTav must be taken as one thought, the genitive 
serving to define more precisely the faith to which Paul’s 
apostolic office is dedicated. We have therefore here a con- 
trast between the trwe faith and the false wictis, of which the 
heretics boasted. — kal émriyvwouw adnOelas ths kat’ edoéBevar} 
In genuine faith the knowledge of the truth is a substantial 
element ; and Paul here lays stress on this element to point 
the contrast with the heretics. The émiyvwos is the sub- 
jective aspect, as the dA7Oea is the objective.—tis Kav 
edoéBevav serves to define dd7Geva more precisely, as Chry- 
sostom says: éoTt yap aAnOea mpaypatov, aXN ov Kat 
evaéBevav, olov 70 eidévar Ta yewpyiKd, TO cidévae Téxvas, 
1 There is no doubt that in classic Greek zac sometimes denotes the aim of 
exertion ; see Kiihner, § 607. — Herod. ii. 152: zack rhy Aniny ixnxrdourees. 
' Thucydides, vi. 31: xard ééav fixer, Odyssey, iti. 106: 4 a nar wprtw.. . 
ardrnobs, xare anidz. But the relation here is quite different, being active. 


Kaz% ziovw would therefore mean ‘‘in order to believe,” which would give no 
sense. 
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adn$as éotiv eidévary aN airy Kat’ eicéBecav 4} ArdjOeva. 
De Wette, Wiesinger, van Oosterzee, Plitt interpret 7 car’ 
evoéBevav: “leading to holiness,” thus, indeed, naming a 
right element in truth, but one rather indicated than expressed 
by xara; it is merely said that here a truth is under discus- 
sion which is in nature akin to evoéBesa. Hofmann translates 
it “piously,” asserting that car’ edcéBevav without the article 
stands for an adjective; but had Paul used the clause as an 
adjective, he would certainly have written: tis Kar’ evoéBevav 
adnGeias (as in Rom. ix. 11: 4 Kar’ éexroynv mpdbecis). 
Besides, the translation “piously ” is not sufficiently clear. 
Ver. 2. "Em édrrids Sams aiwviov] ér édmide, “in hope” 
(comp. Rom. iv. 18, viii. 21; 1 Cor. ix. 10). It is not to 
be taken with émiyywots adnOeias (“the knowledge of the 
truth which gives hope of an eternal life,’ Heydenreich, but 
with hesitation ; Wiesinger: “it is a knowledge whose content 
is that dAn@eva, and whose ground and condition is the hope 
of eternal life, by which hope it is supported and guided”), 
nor is it to be taken with evoéGeva (“a holiness the possessor 
of which is justified in hoping for eternal life,’ which Heyden- 
reich likewise considers possible), nor with tis Kat’ evoéBevav 
(Matthies: “truth and holiness in their inner relationship are 
founded evangelically on the hope of eternal life”), nor even 
with the two ideas closely connected: miotw and ériyvwow 
ar. (so Plitt: “the mlotis and the éemriyvwos rest on the 
emis”); but it is to be joined with droatonos x.7.A. Paul 
by this declares that the édzis Cwfs aiwviou is the basis on 
which he stands as an dmdotodos “Incod Xpictod Kata 
miotw K.T.r. Van Oosterzee: “Paul in ver. 4 says he fulfils 
his task with or in hope of eternal life” (so, too, Hofmann). 
— The believer, it is true, possesses the fw aidvos in the 
present ; but its perfection will only be granted to him in the 
future (comp. Col. iii. 3, 4); here it is to be considered as a 
future blessing, which is indicated by éa’ éAmids.— iy érny- 
yethato 6 arpevdys Ocos mpd ypdvev aiwviay] %v relates to 


1 If ta’ avid: be in this way connected with axéeror0s x.7.2., the objection of 
Wiesinger is overcome, viz. that in connecting it with arscrer0s there should 
be a 2 or something similar to indicate the co-ordinate position of iwi and 

4 
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fwhs aiwviov, and not, as some expositors (Flatt, Mack, and 
others) think, to dAjOeva.— errnyyet rato, viz. dia THY TpopyTar, 
comp. Rom. i. 2. — 6 dapevdys Ocds] This epithet occurs only 
here ; dapevdzs is equivalent to muertos, adnO7s in regard to the 
divine promises, comp. Heb. vi. 18: advvatov  edcacbar Ocor; 
1 Cor. i. 9; Rom. iii. 4.— mpd xpdvav aiwviwy here is not 
equivalent in meaning to mpd xataBodjs Koopov or similar 
expressions ; for in that case éwnyyelAato must have meant 
promittere decrevit, or the like, as Chrysostom expounds it : 
dvobev tadta mpowpicto, which is impossible. It is equiva- 
lent to dm aidvos, Luke i. 70: “before eternity, ze. before 
the earliest times ” (Wiesinger, van Oosterzee, Plitt, Hofmann), 
comp. 2 Tim. i. 9. Calvin rightly says: hic, quia de promis- 
sione tractat, non omnia saecula comprehendit, ut nos adducat 
extra mundi creationem, sed docet, multa saecula praeteriisse, 
ex quo salus fuit promissa. De Wette rightly remarks that 
apparently the opposite is declared in pvotypiov ypovors 
aiwviows ceorynpévov, Rom. xvi. 25. 

Ver. 3. “Egavépwce 6& Katpois idious tov Adyov avTod] 
épavépwoe forms an antithesis to éayyetAato. True, the 
promise is a revelation, but only a revelation in which the 
point under consideration still remains hidden. The object of 
épavépwoe is not the same as that to which ésnyy. relates, viz. 
WV, ie. Thy Conv ai@viov; Beza: quam promiserat Deus... 
manifestam autem fecit... The object is tov Noyov adtod, 
which is not to be taken as in apposition to #v (or as 
Heinrichs even thinks, to éAw/Sa fw), though it is strange 
that épav. should begin a new sentence. This is one of the 
cases where—as Buttmann, p. 328, remarks—a relative sen- 
tence passes almost imperceptibly into a principal sentence, 
without such continuation changing the actual principal 
sentence into one subordinate.— rov Adyov adtod] is, of 
course, not a name for Christ (scholiasts in Matthaei), but the 
gospel, which contains the doxdduis pvertnpiov, Rom. 
xvi. 26, or, as is said here, tis Cwijs aiwvlov.' — Kaipois iSio.s] 


’ Wiesinger rightly : ‘‘ Any one can see why the apostle changes its object, or 
rather its name ; eternal life is in its appearance still something future, revealed 
only as Aéyes. Hence, too, it is plain that the {wn aides is here to be regarded. 
as the content of this acyos in specie.” 
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comp. 1 Tim. ii. 6. How this g¢avépwous of the divine word 
took place, is told in the next words: év xnpiypate 3 ére- 
aTevOnv yd] xipvyya (see 2 Tim. iv. 17) is not quite “the 
general preaching of the gospel by the apostles” (Matthies, 
Wiesinger), the thought being limited by the words following; 
Knpuypa is to be taken as forming one thought with what 
follows: “the preaching entrusted to me.” Paul had some 
reason for describing his preaching as the means by which this 
revelation was made, since he recognised the depth of the 
divine decree as no other apostle had recognised it, and by him 
it was proclaimed “to all peoples” (see 2 Tim. iv. 17).— 3 
eriotevOny éyo] see 1 Cor. ix. 17; Gal. ii. 7; 1 Thess. it 4; 
1 Tim. i. 11.— To define and emphasize the thought that the 
Knpuypa was not according to his own pleasure, Paul adds: 
KaT émitaynvy Tov cwThpos Huav Ocod] comp. 1 Tim. i. 1. 
Hofmann construes differently, connecting together kata 
miotw and émr éAmids as well as év xnpvypate, and then 
joining car’ émvtaynv immediately with améctodos. But this 
construction not only makes tov Adyov avtod (which, according 
to Hofmann, is in apposition to #v) quite superfluous, but 
separates ideas closely attached to each other, xypuyya and 
Aoyos, émuotevOnyv and Kat émitayny. 

Ver. 4. Titw yunclw téxve Kata Kowny tlotw] On yunoio 
Téxvo, see 1 Tim. i. 2. Kata xowny rictw gives the point 
of view from which Titus can be considered the genuine son of 
the apostle. Beza: «ae. fidei respectu quae quidem et Paulo 
patri et Tito filio communis erat. There is nothing to indicate 
that in using xowypy Paul was thinking of an original difference 
between them, he being a Jewish Christian, Titus a Gentile 
Christian. — ydpis [édeos], ecpnvn «.7.r.] see on 1 Tim. i. 2. 
——The designation appended to Xpictob, viz. Tod cwripos 
7ov, is peculiar to this epistle. 

Ver. 5. The epistle begins by the apostle reminding Titus 
of the commission already given him by word of mouth. — 
TovTov yap amédumov oe év Kpytn] Regarding the time 
when this happened, see the Introduction; as to the reading, 
see the critical remarks. — Wa 7a Aelrrovta éridi0pIbans| Ta 
AelrovTa: quae ego per temporis brevitatem non potui coram 
expedire (Bengel). — émidsop9eons] The preposition ém’ does 
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not serve here to strengthen the meaning (= omni cura cor- 
rigere, Wahl), but conveys the notion of something additional : 
“till further bring into order.” — ta delrovta] means “ that 
which is wanting,” 7. here that which was wanting for the 
complete organization of the church. The apostle himself had 
already done something, but in many respects the churches 
were not organized as they ought to be; presbyters had still 
to be appointed to gather single believers into a firmly-estab- 
lished church. This Titus was now to do, as the next words 
say: Kal KaTaoTHons KaTd TOdW TpecBuTEépous. — KaTa TOW] 
For the expression, comp. Luke vill. 1; Acts xv. 21, xx. 23; 
and for the fact, Acts xiv. 23. Baur wrongly assumes that 
each méAus was to receive only one presbyter, see Meyer on 
Acts xiv. 23.— @s éy@ cou dveraEdpnv] “relates both to the 
fact and to the manner of it, the latter being set forth more 
fully in mentioning the qualities of those to be chosen” (de 
Wette). Hofmann, without sufficient ground, wishes awpeofv- 
tépovs to be regarded not as the object proper, but as 
something predicated of the object, which object is found by 
the words ¢«? Tus «.7.A. This view is refuted by the addition 
of Kata odww.” 

Ver. 6. Ev tis éotiv] This form is not, as Heinrichs and 
Heydenreich think, selected to express a doubt whether such 
men could be found among the corrupt Cretans. The mean- 
ing is rather: “only such an one as.” — avéyxAntos] see 
1 Tim. ui. 10; dveridnrros is used in 1 Tim. iii, 2. The 
objection which de Wette raises on the ground that Titus is 
in the first place to have regard to external blamelessness, has 
been proved by Wiesinger to have no foundation whatever. — 
Mas yuv. avnp] see 1 Tim. iii. 2.—réxva éyov mora] comp. 
1 Tim. iii. 4, 5; wtord, in contrast to those that were not 
Christian, or were Christian only in name. — py év catnyopia 
aowtias] “qui non sunt obnoxii crimini luxus” (Wolf), 

'Theod. v. Mops.: 6 yap vis cbosBeias Xoyos rupsdidoro wus rap udrod, tAsinero 32 


ainovomnous Th Kure FOUs MemiOrsvnoras xul cis Epuoviay adrods xururrhou res 
ixnAnoingrin“ls iUTUTMCEC!, 

* Hofmann rightly remarks, that (according to the apostle’s injunction) ‘Titus 
was to appoint the superintendents according to his own choice, and was not to 


cause them to be elected by the Christians who were still to be organized into a 
community.” 
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aoowtia is a debauched, sensual mode of life (1 Pet. iv. 4; 
Eph. v. 18). Chrysostom: ovd« eize pi) dTAMS AowTos, GAA 
pndé SiaBorjy éxev rovadTny, wndée movnpas eivar SoEns.— iH 
dyuTotaxta] see 1 Tim. iii. 5. Comp. the picture of the sons 
of Eli in 1 Sam. ii, 12 ff. As the bishop is to be an example 
to the church, his own house must be well conducted. 

Ver. 7. Ae? yap] The statements of ver. 6 are now con- 
firmed by alluding to the higher moral necessity ; “de? is the 
emphatic word” (Wiesinger).— tov émick. avéykdntov civar] 
dvéyxr. is resumed from ver. 6, that the thought may be 
further developed. It is to be noted that the name émricKxomos 
appears here; it is given to the presbyter as superintendent of 
the church. As such “he must not be liable to any reproach, 
if he is to guide the church” (Wiesinger).—o@s Ocod 
oikovowov] is added to give the reason for that higher 
necessity of the dvéy«r. etvat; Heydenreich wrongly turns it 
to mean simply that he must know how to superintend his 
house well. — as = “as,” ie. “since he is.’ — Ocod oixdvopos 
is the bishop in so far as there is committed to him by God 
authority in the éxkAnola as the ofxos Ocod (1 Tim. iii. 15). 
Mack is not wrong in proving from this expression that the 
émioKo7rot are not merely “ ministers and plenipotentiaries of 
the church.” Even if they are elected by the church, they 
bear their office as divine, not exercising it according to 
the changing pleasure of those by whom they are elected, 
but according to the will of God. — 2) avOadn] occurs only 
here and in 2 Pet. ii. 10. It is compounded of adros 
and dééw, and synonymous with adtdpeckos (2 Tim. iii. 2: 
piravtos), “who in everything behaves arrogantly and regard- 
lessly as seems good in his own eyes;” Luther: “ wilful.” 
— pip opyidov] aa. rey. “passionate ;” of dpytror tayéws 
dpylGovras. — wy mapowor] see 1 Tim. iii. 3.— wy wrAHKTHY] 
see also 1 Tim. iii. 3.— pi) alcypoxepdh] see 1 Tim. iii. 8; 
perhaps with special reference to the opportunities which 
the bishop had in his office of acquiring gain. — These five 
negative qualifications are opposed to arrogance, anger, and 
avarice; several positive qualifications follow. 

Ver. 8. "AAAa giro£evov] see 1 Tim. iii, 2.— girtdyafor] 
ai. Ney. (the opposite in 2 Tim. iii. 3), loving either the good 
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or what is good. Chrysostom is inaccurate: ta adtod mavta 
rots Seopévoss Trpotguevos ; and Luther: “kindly.” — c@¢dpova] 
see 1 Tim. iii. 2.— 8&xasov, dccov] These two ideas are fre- 
quently placed together; comp. 1 Thess. ii. 10; Eph. iv. 24; 
Plato (Gorg. 507 B) thus distinguishes between them: «at unv 
rept pev avOparous Ta mpocijKovta TpaTTov Sikav av mpaTToL, 
mept dé Peodrs dora. — Sixavos is one who does no wrong to his 
neighbour ; datos is one who keeps himself free from that which 
stains him in the eyes of God; synonymous with d«axos, 
aulavros, Heb. vii. 26. — éyxpath] az. Xey., Chrysostom : Tov 
mabous KpaTodvta, Tov Kal yAOTTNS, Kal YeLpos, Kal 6pOarpwav 
akoNdctov ToT yap eatly éyxpadtera, TS wndevd broctpe Oat 
ma0et, There is no ground for limiting the word to the rela- 
tion of the sexes ; besides, éyxpdteva and éyxpatevec@at in the 
N. T. hardly convey anything more than the general idea of 
self-control. The three last qualifications are closely related 
to each other, describing the conduct of the man towards his 
neighbour, towards God, towards himself; comp. 11. 12. — The 
positive qualifications in this verse are not direct antitheses to 
the negative qualifications in the preceding verse; still there 
is a certain antithesis of cognate ideas. This is the case with 
py av0ddn and didrdo£evov, durayabov ; with pa dpyidov, py) 
mdpowov, pn TrAHKTHY, and cappova; py aiaypoxepdA and 
dixatov, dovov, éyxpatn. Still these epithets, though corre- 
sponding to one another, are not quite the same in the extent 
of their application. 

Ver. 9. To these requisites, somewhat general in nature, 
Paul adds another with special bearing on the official duties of 
a bishop: avteyopuevov Tod Kata Ti Sivayny TicTOD royou] 
The exposition given by most of the compound idea tod .. . 
AOyou is inaccurate and confused. Heydenreich divides the 
expression into two parts: (1) 6 mucrés Adyos, “the true doc- 
trine of the gospel;” and (2) 0 Xeyos Kata tiv Sidaynp, “the 
doctrine in which the bishop is instructed,” and gives the fol- 
lowing translation: “holding firmly, as instructed, by the word 
which is certain (to reliable doctrine)” But manifestly this 
translation arbitrarily inverts the meaning. The words cata 
THv Sidaxyv are not dependent on mvcrod, but on Aéyou, defined 
by metorod, so that tod x, 7. 8:8, tiaTod Ady. is equivalent to 
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TOU TigTOD AOyou, TOD KaTa THY Sidayiv. ‘O miatds Adyos 
does not occur elsewhere in our epistles, but there is no doubt 
that Paul means thereby the pure, wholesome word (Aoyor 
vysaivovtes, 1 Tim. vi. 3; of NOyou THs tictews, 1 Tim. iv. 6) 
of the gospel, in contrast to the false doctrine of the heretics. 
He uses the epithet wuords because it is not treacherous, it can 
be relied on: “the sure, reliable word.” This sure word is 
defined more precisely by kata tiv Siaynv] diudayy is not 
active (Luther: “that which can teach”), but means, as it 
often does in the N. T., “doctrine.’ Here it denotes “the 
Christian doctrine,” which is none other than that preached by 
Christ Himself and by His apostles; so Matthies, Wiesinger, 
Plitt, Hofmann. It is less appropriate to explain d.day7 to be 
“the instruction imparted” (so van Oosterzee, and formerly in 
this commentary); comp. 1 Tim. iv. 6; 2 Thess. ii. 15.— 
avtéxecOas (in Matt. vi. 24, synonymous with dyamap, 
opposed to xatagpovety; used in a similar sense, 1 Thess. 
v. 14) occurs often in Polybius (see Raphelius on the passage) 
in the sense of: adhaerere, studiosum esse (dvtéyeoOau Tis 
anrnGeias). Here, too, it has this meaning, as in Phil. ii. 16: 
éréyew ; 2 Thess. ii. 15: xpatety, “adhere to.” Luther: 
“he holds by the word.” — Heydenreich rightly remarks that 
this does not indicate the zeal the teacher was to show in 
speaking of divine doctrine, but his own internal adherence, 
etc. — ta x.7.d.] This adherence to the word is necessary for 
the bishop that he may discharge the duties of his office. It 
is. further defined more precisely in two ways: tva dvuvaros 3 
kat. , . kat: “both... and.” The first is: mapaxanely 
év TH SwacKkarla TH wyvavovcn, which refers to believers. 
Tapakanrev] encourage, cchort ; viz. to remain in the way on 
which they have entered, and to advance ever further in it, év 
being here instrumental: “through, by means of.” Matthies 
is incorrect: “to edify in sound doctrine ;” comp. 1 Thess. 
iv. 18.—% didack. 4 tyvawv.] see 1 Tim, i. 10.— The second 
is: Tovs avTinéyovtas éhéyyew] “ By correction and reproof to 


1 Several expositors cite, in explanation of this expression, the passage from 
Polyb. p. 815: of xar& ray rapdéxanow Aoyo, and according to this 6 xara rip 
3daxh»v Adyos would be the word whose content is doctrine. But the attribute 
aisr/s makes this explanation unsuitable, 
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refute those who contradict” (viz. the pure doctrine of the 
gospel), by which are meant the heretics. — Even in classic 
Greek, the two conceptions “refute” and “ reprove” are some- 
times combined in édéyyew ; see Pape, s.v.— This verse leads 
on to further description of the heretics. 

Ver. 10. Eiot yap| yap shows that this verse serves to 
explain the preceding words.—oddol [Kal] avumtotaxror] 
If xat be read, the phrase should be explained by the usage 
common in Greek of joining moAdoé with an _ adjective 
following it (see Matthiae, § 444, 4, p. 830), and dvuzo- 
taxto. taken as an adjective. If xai be omitted, avumotaxror 
may be taken as a substantive. The heretics are so named 
because they set themselves in opposition to the gospel and 
refuse obedience to it; the word is found also in 1 Tim. 1. 9; 
Tit. i. 6. — The heretics are further styled patasoroyor] see 
1 Tim. i. 6, and dpevarrdras (a. Ney.; the verb in Gal. vi. 3), 
“misleaders,” almost synonymous with yonres, 2 Tim. iii. 13. 
—pdmota ot xk mepitouns] A name for the Jewish- 
Christians, as in Gal. ii, 12.— pddeora indicates that the 
preachers of heresy in Crete were chiefly Jewish Christians, 
but that they had also found followers among the Gentile 
Christians. These appended words do not compel us to take 
avuTroraxtoe as the predicate, and the Christians of Crete as 
the unexpressed subject of eioiv (in opposition to Hofmann). 
Of course Paul by edciv yap «.7.X. means to say that Crete is 
the place where such chatterers are to be found. 

Ver. 11. Ods Se? érictopifew] goes back to the end of 
ver. 9.— émuotopifew (dm. Ney.) is from émtoTomov, which 
denotes both the bridle-bit and the muzzle, and is equivalent 
either to freno compescere, coercere (synonymous with tovs 
Xadwors eis TA oTOpata Badrewv, Jas. iii. 3), or to os obturare 
(= Pupodv, Matt. xxii. 34). The latter signification is more 
usual (see Elsner, p. 332): “put to silence.’ Theophylact: 
eMeyxeww ohodpas, date arokdelew adtois Ta GTOmaTa.— 
oitwes (=quippe qui, and giving the reason for ods Se?) bdous 
oixous avatpémovor] The chief emphasis is laid on édovs: 
not merely individuals, but also whole families are misled by 
them into unbelief.— ’Avarpérew] see 2 Tim. ii. 18 ; “the 
figure is here used in keeping with o%«ous” (Wiesinger). — 
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ddackovtes & ph Set] “teaching what should not be taught;” 
this shows the means by which they exercise so destructive 
an influence; & pu Sef, equivalent to ta pi Séovra, 1 Tim. 
v. 13.'— This refers to patasdroyor, just as dvatpérovcr does 
to ¢pevarrata. — The purpose is briefly set forth by aioypod 
KépSous ydpw. The disgrace of their gain consists in the 
means they employ for acquiring it. The apostle adds these 
words to point out the selfish conduct of the heretics, who 
work only for their own profit. 

Ver. 12. Paul quotes the saying of a Cretan poet as a 
testimony regarding the Cretans. —eéwé tus e& avtav iSu0s 
avTav tpopytns| €& avtay is by most expositors referred to 
the preceding zoAdo/ or to of é« TepiTouns; but such a 
reference is unsuitable; the apostle is rather thinking of 
Cretans in general.— The iévs avtéy declares still more 
strongly that the saying proceeds from a Cretan and not from 
a stranger, see Winer, p. 139 [E. T. p. 192].— mrpodyrns] 
According to Chrysostom, Theophylact, Epiphanius, Jerome, 
it is Epimenides who is meant. This Epimenides was a 
contemporary of the seven wise men, and by some was even 
reckoned as one of them in place of Periander; he was born 
in the sixth century B.c. The saying quoted by Paul, which 
forms a complete hexameter, is said to have been in his lost 
work zrepi ypnopav. Theodoret, on the other hand, ascribes 
the saying to Callimachus, who, however, was a Cyrenian in 
the third century B.c.; besides, it is only the first words that 
occur in his Hymn. ad Jov. ver. 8. Epiphanius and Jerome 
think that Callimachus took the words from Epimenides. 
Paul does not call Epimenides a mpod¢rjrns because poets and 
philosophers were often called prophets in ancient times, but 
because the saying of Epimenides described beforehand the 
character of the Cretans as it was in the apostle’s time. Still 
it is to be noted that this very Epimenides was famed among 
the Greeks for his gift of wisdom, so that even Cicero (De 


1 The distinction between ¢ wr 37 and & od 37 is rightly given by Winer, 
p. 448 [E. T. p. 603]. The former expresses as a moral conception what the 
latter denotes objectively. We cannot, however, go as far as Hofmann, who 
says: ‘‘w# indicates that they who thus teach are conscious they ought not ‘to 
do so, and teach in this way nevertheless.” 
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Diwinat. xviii.) places him among those vaticinantes per 
furorem. Comp. Diogenes Laertius, Vita Philos. p. 81, ed. 
Henr. Steph. — Kpijres det etorac] Chrysostom refers these 
words chiefly to the pretence of the Cretans that Jupiter 
lay buried among them; to this, at any rate, the verse of 
Callimachus refers;’ but the Cretans in ancient times were 
notorious for falsehood, so that, according to Hesychius, 
xpntitew is synonymous with wevdecPar xai amatav; for 
proofs of this, see in Wetstein. — «axa O@npia] denoting their 
wild, unruly character; some expositors refer this name 
specially to the greed of the Cretans, as Polybius, book vi., 
specially mentions their aicypoxepdia kal mreoveEia ; but it is 
more than improbable that Epimenides had this meaning in 
his words. — yaorépes apyat] synonymous with Phil. iii. 19: 
av 0 Oeds 4) Koda (comp. Rom. xvi. 18; 2 Pet. ii. 13, 14); 
this denotes the Cretans as men given to sensuality. Plato, 
too (De Legg. i.), reproaches them with lust and immodesty. 
— The apostle’s purpose in quoting this saying of Epimenides 
is indicated in the next verse. The national character of the 
Cretans was such that they were easily persuaded to listen to 
the heretics, and hence it was all the more necessary to oppose 
the latter firmly. 

Ver. 13. In confirmation of the verse quoted, Paul says: 
% waptupia attn éotlv admOxs, and attaches to it an exhorta- 
tion to Titus.? Bertholdt, without reason, holds this verse to 
be a later interpolation. — &’ vy aitiav] see 2 Tim. i. 6. 
Chrysostom: dua todto: érrevd) 7005 adtots éotiv itamov Kal 
Sorepdov Kal adkoXacTov ; it refers to the picture of the Cretan 


1 This verse runs : 

Kpnres vet Pevoron, nah yup Tho, w ve, oel0 
Kpares trex Ty yavro® av 0: ov baves* tre) yep asl, 

* De Wette thinks this confirmation by Paul himself hard and unjust, since 
the gospel had been received in Crete in such a way that several churches were 
formed in a short time. But in spite of the character here described, there 
might still be many individuals ready to receive the gospel ; and yet because of 
that peculiarity there was ground for anxiety lest they should be easily misled 
into unfaithfulness. De Wette is also wrong in thinking that the expression 
regarding the Cretans in vv. 12 f. does not harmonize with the apostle’s 
prudence in teaching.—But how bitterly Luther expresses himself regarding 
the Germans, calling them, ¢.g., animals and mad beasts! Was Luther on that 
account deficient in prudence in his teaching ? 
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character given in the testimony. — éxeyye avdtovs dmotouas] 
édeyxe, as in ver. 9; “the apostle here drops all reference to 
the bishops to be appointed, and assigns to Titus himself the 
duty of applying a remedy” (Wiesinger). — adrovs] not so 
much the heretics as the Cretans, who were exposed to their 
misleading influence. These latter needed the éAéyyeu, 
because they were not resisting the heretics as they ought, 
but (as oftuves SXous olkovs avatpérover shows) were yielding 
to them easily. — dzrotéuaws] “sharply, strictly ;” elsewhere 
only in 2 Cor. xiii 10; the substantive amorowia in Rom. 
xi. 22.— ta tiyatvoow &v tH late] “that they may be 
sound in the faith.” De Wette takes this as the immediate 
contents of the éAéyyeu, just as va occurs with wapaxaneiv, 
but without good grounds. ’Ev here is not instrumental 
(Heinrichs: per religionem), but wiotis is the subject in which 
they are to be sound. 

Ver. 14. One especial requisite for the tyaiwev év rH 
miores is given by Paul in the participial clause: uw tpocé- 
yovtes "Iovéaixois pvous Kal évtorais x.7.r.] mpocéxovtes, 
see 1 Tim. i. 4,iv. 1. Here, as in the epistles to Timothy, 
the heresies are called i001, from the theories they contained ; 
see on 1 Tim.i. 4. Here, however, they are further defined 
by the epithet “Iovéaixo/, as they were peculiar to Jewish 
speculation, though their substance was derived from Gentile 
modes of thought. The description, too, in the First Epistle 
to Timothy shows that to the speculative part of the heresy 
there was added a legal element founded on an arbitrary 
interpretation of the Mosaic law. The évtoda/ of the heretics 
are here called évtodal dvOpérav drroctpepopévav Thy 
arnbaav: “commands of men which depart from the truth,” 
because they were founded not on Christianity, but on the 
arbitrary wills of men estranged from Christianity. These 
évtodai consisted not so much of moral precepts, as of pro- 
hibitions of food and the like, see 1 Tim. iv. 3. Hofmann 
refers the adjective “Iovdaixots, and the defining words 
avOporev «.7.Xr., to both substantives,—a possible construc- 
tion, but not necessary. His reasons are far from’ sufficient. 
— arrootpepouévwr] see 2 Tim. i. 15, 

Ver. 15. The apostle, bearing in mind the prohibitions of 
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the heretics, opposes to them a general principle which shows 
their worthlessness. — dvta xaQapa tois xabapois] wavta 
quite generally: all things in themselves, with which a man 
may simply have to do, but not a man’s actions, nor, as 
Heydenreich thinks, the errors of the heretics. The usual 
explanation which limits the bearing of the words to the 
arbitrary rules of the heretics regarding food and other things, 
is only so far right that Paul lays down his general principle 
with special reference to these rules; but avta itself should 
be taken quite generally. Even the exposition of Matthies: 
“all that falls into the sphere of the individual wants of life,” 
places an unsuitable limitation on the meaning. Chrysostom 
rightly: oddév 6 Oeds axdOaptov érrotnoev.— Kxabapd as the 
predicate of wavta is to be connected with it by supplying 
éori: “all is pure,” viz. tots xa@apois.  Bengel: omnia 
externa iis, qui intus sunt mundi, munda sunt. Many 
expositors wrongly refer the conception of xka@apoi to know- 
ledge, as Jerome: qui sciunt omnem creaturam bonam esse, 
or as Beza: quibus notum est libertatis per Christum partae 
beneficium. It should rather be taken as referring to dis- 
position: to those who have a pure heart everything is pure 
(not : “to them everything passes for pure”’), 2.c. as to the pure, 
things outside of them have no power to render them impure. 
From the same point of view we have in the Testam. XTT. 
Patriarch. test. Benjam. chap. viii.: 6 éyov Sidvorav kabapav 
év ayamn, ovy Opa yuvaika els Topvetay* od yap exer piacpmov 
év TH kapdia. Kindred thoughts are found in Matt. xxiii. 26 ; 
Luke xi. 41; comp. also the similar expression in Rom. xiv. 20. 
On xa@apots, van Oosterzee remarks: “ By nature no one is 
pure ; those here called xa@apot are those who have purified 
their heart by faith, Acts xv. 9.” This is right, except that 
Paul is not thinking here of the means by which the man 
becomes xafapds ; the indication of this point is given after- 
wards in amiotos. The apostle purposely makes the sentence 
very emphatic, because it was with the distinction between 
pure and impure that the heretics occupied themselves so 
much, — The contrast to the first sentence is given in the 
words: Tots d€ pewrappévors Kal amiotois oddéy Kabapov. 
Regarding the form peuappévos, see Winer, p. 84 [E. T. 
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p. 108] [also Veitch, Irregular Greek Verbs, s.v.]. The verb 
forms a simple contrast with xa@apois, and stands here not in 
a Levitical (John xviii. 28), but in an ethical sense, as in 
Heb. xii. 15; Jude 8. Kai aziotous is not an epexegesis of 
pveplapp., but adds a new point to it, viz. the attitude of the 
heretics towards the saving truths of the gospel. The two 
words do not denote two different classes of men, as the 
article Tots is only used once. To these impure men nothing 
is pure, ze. every external thing serves only to awaken within 
them impure lust.— ddAa pewiavtar aita@v Kal o vods Kal 7 
cuvelonots| This sentence expresses positively what oddév 
xa0apov expressed negatively, at the same time furnishing 
the reason for the preceding thought. De Wette’s opinion 
therefore is not correct, that “for add there should properly 
have been yap; the author, however, makes moral character 
equivalent to moral action.” The relation of the two sentences 
is pretty much the same as if, e.g., we were to say: he is not 
rich, but his father has disinherited him. If Paul had used 
yap, the sentence would simply have furnished the reason for 
what preceded ; adda, on the other hand, indicates the con- 
trast. Still we must not conclude, with Hofmann, that the 
second sentence merely says the same thing as the first. It 
should be interpreted: “but to them everything is impure, 
because their vods and their ovveidnois are defiled.” — Nods 
and cuveidéno.s do not here denote the inner nature of man 
on the two sides of knowledge and will (so Hofmann). Nods 
is the spiritual faculty of man acting in both directions; in 
N. T. usage the reference to action prevails, vots being 
equivalent to the practical reason, Svveldnovs, on the other 
hand, is the human consciousness connected with action, and 
expressing itself regarding the moral value of action; it 
corresponds to “conscience” (see on 1 Tim. i. 3). The two 
conceptions are distinguished from each other by cal... Kai, 

1 De Wette asserts, without reason, that cvve/dno1s is the ‘‘ consciousness that 
follows,” since the consciousness of the deed may precede as well as accompany 
and follow it.—Wiesinger explains vod; inaccurately by: ‘‘the entire spiritual 
habitus ” (van Oosterzee still more inaccurately by : ‘‘the tendency of the man, 
the direction of his entire disposition’’), but cuve/dnois quite accurately by : 
‘*the moral consciousness of my thinking and action in their relation to the 
law.” 
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and at the same time closely connected. By this, however, 
no special emphasis is laid on the second word (formerly in 
this commentary). In iii, 11 (adtoxatdxpiros) and 1 Tim. 
iv. 2, the apostle again says as much as that the conscience of 
the heretics was defiled. Though the thought contained in 
this verse is quite general in character, Paul wrote it with 
special reference to the heretics, and is therefore able to 
attach to it a further description of them. 

Ver. 16. Ocdv oporoyodow eidévar] not: “they pretend” 
(Matthies), but “they loudly and publicly confess,” * that they 
know God. Paul leaves it undecided whether their con- 
fession is correct or not. He does not grant to them, as 
de Wette thinks, that “they have the theoretical knowledge 
of God, and in a practical aspect,’ nor does he deny this to 
them. His purpose here is to declare that, in spite of this 
their confession, their actions are of such a nature as to argue 
that they had no knowledge of God: tots dé &pyous apvovvTat] 
apvodvtat, opposed to dporoyodou, see 1 Tim. v. 8; 2 Tim. 
iii. 5. Supply Ocov eidévaz (so, too, van Oosterzee, Hofmann). 
— BdedvKTol dvTes Kalb arrevbets| BdekuKTOS (ar. Ney.), equi- 
valent to abominabilis, detestable (comp. Luke xvi. 15); 
Luther: “whom God holds in abomination.” — The word is 
joined with axd@apros in Prov. xvii. 15, LXX. Paul does 
not apply this epithet to the heretics, because they were 
defiling themselves with actual worship of idols, which espe- 
cially was regarded by the Jews as Bdédvypa, but in order 
to describe their moral depravity.— «al dmeBeis| “ and 
disobedient,” synonymous with davumétaxros in ver. 10; this 
indicates why they are Adeduvetol.— Kal mpds Trav epyov 
ayabov addxyor] “the result of the preceding characteristics ” 
(Wiesinger) ; adoxipos, as 2 Tim. iii. 8. 


1 Hofmann asserts that this explanation is contrary to the meaning of the 
word, and that ewoacysiv here must be taken in its most general signification as 
= ‘declare, affirm ;” but we cannot see why. It is to be noted that ézoroysiv 
in the N. T. always indicates an utterance more or less emphatic ; also Matt. 
vii. 23 (comp. Meyer on the passage). 
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Ver. 3. @ xaraorjuar:] For this F G, without reason, have 
naracxnwart,— Some MSs. (C H** al.) have the reading iepo- 
apexe?; Vulg.: in habitu sancto, which gives a good enough 
meaning, but must, however, be regarded as a mere correction ; 
see Reiche on the passage. — 47 ow] A CR 73, al., have the 
reading ywéé for u7.— Ver. 4. For the Rec. cwgpovifaow, sup- 
ported by CDEKL, cugporiZovew is read by AF GH, al. 
(Lachm. Tisch.). The conjunctive seems to be a correction, be- 
cause the indicative contradicts the force of the va; but also in 
1 Cor. iv. 6, Gal. iv. 17, it stands after iz. In these passages, 
however, Meyer explains va as equivalent to whi ; comp. Winer, 
pp. 272 f. [E. T. p. 363], and Buttm. p. 202. As in later post- 
apostolic times, the construction with the indic. was not unusual ; 
cappoviZovery 18 possibly to be ascribed to a later copyist. —— 
Ver. 5. Instead of the word oixoupovs (Rec. supported by D*** 
H J K, the cursives, Fathers, and versions), which occurs fre- 
quently in classic Greek, A C D* E F GBs have the word 
oizoupyovs (Lachm. Buttm. Tisch.), which is not used elsewhere. 
Matthies declares this to be a lectio vitiosa et inepta ; so Reiche. 
De Wette thinks it an error in copying, as the word does not 
occur elsewhere. This certainly is possible, and yet it is strange 
that it should have such weighty testimony. Matthaei thinks 
that the scribae istorum sex codicum were so very barbari that 
the word ofxovess was unknown to them; but that is hardly 
conceivable. — Ver. 7. The Rec. ddiapdopiay (D*** E* L, al, 
Chrys.) is to be exchanged for the reading d&gdopiav (A C D* E* 
Kx, al., Lachm. Buttm. Tisch.), though Reiche seeks to prove 
from the meaning of two substantives not used elsewhere that 
the Rec. should be preferred. As the adj. dd:éedopos frequently 
occurs, and &péopos but seldom, we may readily suppose that 
the fec. was a correction in keeping with the more usual adjec- 
tive. — After ceuvérnra, D** E, gr. 23, 44, and many other 
cursives, etc., have the word apdapsiav; but the weightest 
authorities are against its genuineness, A C D* (E apud Mill) 
F G 47, al., Syr. Erp. Copt. Aeth. Vulg. It. etc.— Ver. 8. sep? 
jy.av| 80 Griesb. Scholz, Tisch., supported by CDEFGKLPs 
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17, 23, al., many versions and Fathers. Lachm. retained the 
common reading. — Both readings give a good sense, but the 
testimony assigns the preference to 7ué». Matthies wrongly 
says that AC D EF G have the reading ia. — Ver. 9. Instead 
of idfoug deexérosg (Tisch. 8, on the authority of CF GK L»), 
Lachm. (so, too, Tisch. 7) reads deoréroug id/oc, on the authority 
of AD E 27, al., Vulg. It. Jerome, Ambrosiast. a/.— Ver. 10. 
For 4, the correction 762 is found in D F G, al., 17. — réoay 
stor) for aiorw xéoay (Tisch. 7). This is read by Lachm. 
Buttm. Tisch. 8, on the authority of A C D Ex» 31, 37, al., 
Vulg. Clar. Germ. Jerome, Ambrosiast.—- After didaoxariay 
Griesb. inserted +7, with the support of the weightiest autho- 
rities, A CDEFGIx, al., Chrys. Theodor. — Ver. 11. Instead 
of 4 owrgpos (Tisch. 7), owrjpsos, without the article, has been 
adopted by Lachm. Buttm. Tisch. 8, on the authority of A* C* 
Ds, Syr. utr. The reading: rod cwripos quay, found in F G, 
Copt. Aeth. al., must have arisen from ver. 10; still 8 has 
owrpos. — Ver. 13. Tisch. 7 reads ’Inood Xpsorod, with the sup- 
port of most MSS.; on the other hand, Tisch. 8 reads Xpiorod 
Iyoov. 


Ver. 1. Instructions to Timothy how he is to exhort the 
various members of families, down to ver. 10.— od dé] see 
2 Tim. iii. 10, iv. 5. A contrast with the heretics, not, 
however, as Chrysostom puts it: avtoi elow adxadOapto.’ adrG 
py tobtov. evexev avynons. It is with regard to their 
unseemly doctrine that Paul says: od dé Adres & mpérer TH 
bytaw. SidacKadia. In contrast with their wdOou and évtoAat 
av@peérev, Titus is to speak things in harmony with sound 
doctrine, by which are meant not so much the doctrines of the 
gospel themselves, as the commands founded on them, vv. 3 ff. 
(Wiesinger). On 77 by. 016., see i. 9. 

Ver. 2. The members of the family are distinguished 
according to age and sex. First, we have mpeoSvras, which 
is not equivalent to mpeoButépous, the official name, but 
denotes age simply: senes aetate; Philem. 9; Luke i. 18. — 
vnpariovs evar] The accusative does not depend on a word 
understood such as mapaxdde, but is an object accusative to 
the verb preceding AdAee & mpéres: “viz. that the old men 
be vnparzoe.” — ynpariovs] see 1 Tim. iii. 2.— ceuvors] see 
1 Tim. ii. 2.— c@dpovas] i. 8; 1 Tim. iii. 2.— iytaltvovtas 
Th wloTE, TH aydrn, TH UTowovn] On the use of the dative 
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here, for which in i. 13 there stands the preposition év, see 
Winer, p. 204 [E. T. p. 272]; it is to be explained as 
equivalent to “in respect of, in regard to.” —To wiotis and 
aydrn, the cardinal virtues of the Christian life, d7omovy 
(quasi utriusque condimentum, Calvin) is added, the stedfast- 
ness which no sufferings can shake. All three conceptions 
are found together also in 1 Thess. 1. 3 (9) bromo) Tijs 
érmidos) ; You. and miotis in 2 Thess. 1.4; dy. Kal vom, 
2 Thess. iii, 5; comp. also 1 Tim. vi. 11; 2 Tim. iii. 10. 

Ver. 3. IIpecBuridas (“ the aged women” = mpecBirepar 
in 1 Tim. v. 2) @cadvrws (see 1 Tim. ii. 9) &v Kataotipate 
lepompemrets| xatdoTnwa is taken in too narrow a sense, only 
of the clothing (Oecumenius: ta mepyBdrava). It denotes 
the entire external deportment; Jerome: ut ipse earum 
incessus et motus, vultus, sermo, silentium, quandam decoris 
sacri praeferant dignitatem. Heydenreich, on the other hand, 
makes the conception too wide, when he includes under 
it the temper of mind. — ‘epompemeis] (dm. Ney.) is equi- 
valent to caO@s mpémes ayious, Eph. v. 3; comp. also 1 Tim. 
u. 10. Luther rightly: “that they behave themselves as 
becometh saints.” — pu) SuaBorovs] see 1 Tim. iii. 11. — py) 
olv@ TOAA® SedovA@pEévas is equivalent to pu olv. mw. Tpoce- 
xovras in 1 Tim. iii. 8. — KadodidacKdrovs] (arr. dey.) Beza: 
“hhonestatis magistrae; agitur hic de domestica disciplina ;” 
but not so much by example as by exhortation and teaching, 
as appears from what follows. 

Vv. 4, 5. “Iva cwdpovifwor tas véas x.7.r.] Since cwppovi- 
Geww must necessarily have an object, tas véas «.7.r. should 
not, like mpecBitas vnpariovs eivas, ver. 2, and mpecBdridas, 
ver. 3, be joined with AdAe, ver. 1 (Hofmann), but with 
cwgpovigovow, so that the exhortations given to the youny 
women are to proceed from the older women.’ — cadpovitew] 


1 Of course there might be circumstances in which cu@poviZe could stand 
without an object, as ¢g. rapexvasiv in 2 Tim. iv. 2 (to which Hofmann, 
appeals) ; but here a definite object was needed to tell to whom the cu¢pov. of 
the older women had reference, it being impossible to assign it to them without 
some limitation. It is to be noted that in the passage—in which wupexdrcoey 
is joined with another transitive verb—the object is very easily supplied, and 
that in the N. T., when rapaxaaziv is used, the more precise limitation is 
expressly given, or can be easily supplied from the context. 
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(dtr. Ney.) is properly “bring some one to swappoctyn,” then 
“amend,” viz. by punishment; it also occurs in the sense 
of “punish, chastise;” it is synonymous with voveretv.' 
According to Beza, it expresses opposition to the juvenilis 
lascivia et alia ejus aetatis ac sexus vitia.— The aim of the 
coppovigew is given in the next words: giAdvdpous (ar. dey.) 
eval, puroréxvous (dm. dey.). These two ideas are suitably 
placed first, as pointing to the first and most obvious circum- 
stances of the véas.— Ver. 5. cappovas ayvds] The latter is 
to be taken here not in the general sense of “ blameless,” but 
in the more special sense of “ chaste” (Wiesinger). — oixovpovs 
(Rec.) ; Wahl rightly : “ ex ofxos et odpos custos: custos domus, 
de feminis, quae domi se continent neque wepsépyovtat, 1 Tim. 
v.13.” Vulgate: domus curam habentes ; Luther: “domestic.” 
The word oixoupyous (read by Tischendorf, see critical remarks) 
does not occur elsewhere; if it be genuine, it must mean 
“ working in the house” (Alford : “ workers at home”), which, 
indeed, does not agree with the formation of the word. The 
word otxoupyeiy occurring in later Greek means: “make a 
house ;” see Pape, s.v.— Chrysostom: 7 ofxovpds yuv1) Kat 
cwdpov értat’ % oiKxoupds Kal oikovopuki’ ote mept Tpudiy, 
ote mept é€odous dxaipous, ote Tept aAXwY TOV ToLOvTeY 
acxornOjncerat.— ayabds] is rightly taken by almost all as 
an independent epithet: “kindly.” Some expositors, however, 
connect it with oicovpovs (so Theophylact, Oecumenius) ; but 
this is wrong, since ofxoupovs is itself an adjective. Hofmann 
joins it with ocxoupyods, and translates it “good housewives” 
(so Buttmann, in his edition of the N. T., has no comma 
between the two words); but where are the grounds for 
explaining ofkovpyovs to mean “ housewives” 2? — tirotac- 
gopévas Tois idiows avdpdow] On ois iSéous av6p., comp. 
1 Cor. vii. 2. The thought that wives are to be subject to 
their husbands is often expressed in the N. T. in the same 
words, comp. Eph. v. 22; Col. iii. 18; 1 Pet. iii. 1. It is to 
be noted that the apostle adds this dotaccomévas after using 
purdvSpovs. The one thing does not put an end to the other ; 
on the contrary, neither quality is of the right kind unless it 


* Dio Cassius, lv. p, 650: dF rods wy adyous voulsrtiv, cous 08 ameiaAais cwPpayi= 


aan 
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includes the other. How much weight was laid by the apostle 
on the trotdccecfar may be seen from the words: wa py 
© AOyos TOD Ocod Bracdnuhras, which are closely connected 
with tvotaccopévas x.7..; comp. ver. 10, where the same 
thought is expressed positively, and 1 Tim. vi. 1. The 
apostolic preaching of freedom and equality in Christ might 
easily be applied in a fleshly sense for removing all natural 
subordination, and thus disgrace be brought on the word of 
God; hence the express warning. The remark of Chry- 
sostom: ef cupBaln yuvaixa moti arictw cuvorkodcay, fi) 
eivas évdpetov, » Bracdnuia emi tov Ocdv SiaBaiver elwber, 
is unsatisfactory, because the apostle’s words are thereby 
arbitrarily restricted to a relation which is quite special. 

Ver. 6. Tovs vewrépous] “the younger men;” not, as 
Matthies supposes, the younger members of the church, with- 
out distinction of sex..— wca’tws] here, as in ver. 3, on 
account of the similarity of the exhortation. — mapaxdde 
cwdpoveiy] equivalent to cHppovas eivar, opposed to omnibus 
immoderatis affectibus (Beza). Hofmann: “The whole 
purport of the apostle’s exhortations is included by the 
apostle in the one word cw¢povety, which therefore contains 
everything in which the moral influence of Christianity may 
be displayed.” 

Vv. 7, 8. The exhortation by word is to be accompanied 
by the exhortation of example. — 7epi travra] does not belong 
to what precedes, but begins a new sentence, and is put first 
for emphasis. IIdyra is not masculine: “towards every one,” 
but neuter: “in regard to all things, in all points.” — ceavrov 
Tapexopevos TUTOV KANOV Epywv] On the use of the middle 
mapéxeoat with the pronoun éavtov, “show himself,’ see 
Winer, p. 242 [E. T. p. 322] (comp. Xenophon, Cyrop. 
viii. 1. 39: mapddevypa . . . Tolovde éavtov trapetyeto), — 
tuTrov, “type,” is in the N. T. only found here with the 
genitive of the thing. — cada épya] 1 Tim. v. 10; an expres- 


1 Hofmann remarks that the transition to the younger men makes it clear 
“that he was to exhort the younger women also himself, and not merely by 
means of the older ones ;” but in that case Paul would simply have written: rods 
vswrépous cwOpovery, and further, in that case it would have been more natural for 
him to mention the ve#rspo: first and then the vias, 
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sion often occurring in the Pastoral Epistles. — év 79 dudac- 
carla apOopiav] This and the following accusatives are depen- 
dent on srapeydopevos; see Col. iv. 1. Luther inaccurately : 
“with unadulterated doctrine, with sobriety,” etc.; Jerome: 
in doctrina, in integritate et castitate.— dpOopia, only in 
later Greek, is from &POopos (in Artemidorus, ver. 95: de 
virginibus puerisque intactis et illibatis legitur; Reiche; 
Esth. ii. 2: xopdota adpOopa Kara 7@ cider), which is 
equivalent to “ chaste,’ and therefore means “ unstained 
chastity.” °ASvapOopia (Rec.) is of more general signification; 
it is also used of virgin chastity (Artac. 26, Diodorus Siculus, 
i. 59), but denotes in general soundness, also especially incor- 
ruptibility. Older as well as more recent expositors (Heyden- 
reich, Mack, Wiesinger) refer the word here to the disposition: 
“purity of disposition ;”* but it is more in accordance with 
the context to understand by it something immediately con- 
nected with the dvdacxaria, to which ceuvortnta also refers. 
Matthies, de Wette, and others refer it (as does Luther also) 
to the subject-matter of the doctrine ; de Wette: “incorrupt- 
ness in doctrine, 7.¢. unadulterated doctrine”’ But in that case 
it would mean the same thing as the following Adyov iryeA ; 
there is no justification for Bengel’s interpreting év didacKxaria 
to mean public addresses, and Adyov the talk of daily inter- 
course. According to its original meaning, dp@opia is most 
suitably taken to mean chastity in doctrine, which avoids 
everything not in harmony with its true subject and aim, and 
it has a special reference to the form (comp. 1 Cor. ii. 1, 3). 
So, too, van Oosterzee: “the form of the doctrine which 
Titus preaches is to be pure, chaste, free from everything that 
conflicts with the nature of the gospel.” — ceuvornta, on the 
other hand, denotes dignity in the style of delivery. Both 
these things, the ap@opia and the ceuvédrns, were injured by 
the heretics in their Aoyopaylass.? — doyov try dxatdyvworov 
(dar. Ney.) refers to the subject-matter of the doctrine: “sound, 

? Reiche, who prefers the reading d2s@éopiay, agrees with the exposition of 
Erasmus : integritas animi nullis cupiditatibus corrupti, non ira non ambitione 
non avaritia. 

* Hofmann wishes to refer both words to the subject-matter and form alike ; 


and so, also, with Adyey dy% ; but we cannot see why in that case Paul does not, 
specially name the latter. 1 
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unblameable word,” in opposition to the corruptions made by 
the heretics—The purpose is thus given: wva o é& évavtias 
évtpath| o é& évaytias (dz. Aey.), qui ex adverso est; accord- 
ing to Chrysostom: 0 SsdBoros Kai mas 0 éxeive Siaxovov- 
pevos; but the next words are against this interpretation. 
According to ver. 5 and 1 Tim. vi. 1, it means the non- 
Christian opponent of the gospel, and not the Christian 
heretic (Heydenreich, Wiesinger). — évtpamq, “be ashamed, 
take shame to oneself ;” 1 Cor. iv. 14; 2 Thess. ii, 14. The 
reason for the shame is contained in the words: pundev éyov 
Tept juov (or vudv) réyew paddov] “having nothing wicked 
to say of us.”—If epl jpev be the correct reading, it is not 
to be limited to Titus and Paul, but should be taken more 
generally. With the reading tov, on the other hand, the 
apostle’s words refer to Titus and the churches that follow his 
example. 

Vv. 9, 10. Exhortation in regard to slaves. — SovAous 
iStows Seorrotais (or Secrrotais idious) itotdaaecGat| The con- 
struction shows that Paul is continuing the instructions which 
he gives to Timothy in regard to the various members of 
families, so that vv. 7 and 8 are parenthetical ; wapaxadeu is 
to be supplied from ver. 6. Heydenreich and Matthies 
wrongly make this verse dependent on ver. 1. The harder 
the lot of the slaves, and the more unendurable this might 
appear to the Christian slave conscious of his Christian dignity, 
the more necessary was it to impress upon him the d7rotac- 
cecGat. Even this is not sufficient, and so Paul further 
adds: év waow evapéotovs elvar. ’Ev raow, equivalent to 
“in all points” (ver. 7: mept mavra; Col. iii. 20, 22: xara 
maya), is usually joined with evapéorovs etvar; Hofmann, on 
the contrary, wishes to connect it with vmotdccec@at. Both 
constructions are possible; still the usual one is to be preferred, 
because the very position of the slaves made it a matter of 
course that the imotdccecOar should be evinced in its full 
extent, whereas the same could not be said of evapéortos eivas, 
since that goes beyond the duty of trotdccecOar. The word 
evapeotos occurs frequently in the Pauline Epistles, but only 
in speaking of the relation to God. The two first exhorta- 
tions refer to general conduct; to these the apostle adds two 


356 THE EPISTLE TO TITUS. 


special points: pa dvrinéyovtas and pr voogifopévous. Hof- 
mann is wrong in saying that yu) dvtvAéyovras is the antithesis 
of evapéorous. The conduct of slaves, which is well-pleasing 
to masters, includes more than refraining from contradiction. 
Van Oosterzee says not incorrectly: “It is not contradiction 
in particular instances, but the habitus that is here indicated.” 
Luther: “not contradicting.” The verb voodifecr@as is found 
only here and in Acts v. 2, 3: “not pilfering, defrauding.” — 
The next words: dAAa Tacav Tiotw évdecxvupévors ayabnv 
(Luther: “but showing all good fidelity ”), is in the first place 
opposed to px) voopifopuévous, but includes more than merely 
to abstain from defrauding (in opposition to Hofmann). As 
in ver. 5, so, too, here, where the maintenance of the natural 
duties of subordinates is under discussion, the apostle adds tva 
THv Siwackadiay xK.T.r., except that the expression is now 
positive, whereas before it was negative; the thought is sub- 
stantially the same. — } d:dacKaria is equivalent to 6 Adyos, 
TO evaryyéduov. — TOD cwTHpos Hu. Oeod] see 1 Tim. i. 1; not, 
as some expositors (Calvin, Wolf) think, Christ, but God. — 
Koopaotw]| “do honour to.” — év maaw] ver. 9, “in all points,” 
not “with all, in the eyes of all” (Hofmann).—Chrysostom : 
ov yap amd Soypatos Soypata, GAN ad mpaypatov Kat Biov 
Ta Soypata Kpivovow ot “EXXnves’ éctwcav év avtois Kat 
yuvaixes Kal Sovro1 SiddoKaror Sa THs oixelas dvactpophs. 
Vv. 11-14. Foundation for the moral precepts given from 
the nature of Christianity: eximium ex evangelii medulla 
motivum inseritur (Bengel)——Chrysostom (aroAAnv Tapa Tov 
olKeTOV ATaLTHTAS THY apETHV, aTayer Kal THY aitiav S.Kailar, 
dv iy odetnovor Tovodtos elvat ot oixérav) and others refer 
ver. 11 (yap) only to the exhortation to slaves which imme- 
diately precedes. It is more correct, however, to refer it to 
the whole sum of moral precepts, given from ver. 1 onwards 
(so, too, van Oosterzee, Plitt, Hofmann). — érepavn yap 7 
xapis Tov Oeod] érepavn (see iii. 4) is used of the sun in 
Acts xxvil. 20. Possibly Paul is speaking here with this 
figure in mind (comp. Isa, ix. 2, lx. 1; Luke i. 79), as 
Heydenreich, Wiesinger, van Oosterzee suppose ; but possibly, 
also, the expression simply means that the xapis Tod Ocod, 
formerly hidden in God, has come forth from concealment and 
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become manifest and visible. — 1 yapis tod Qed] The old 
writers on dogma give to this expression, which denotes the 
absolute ground of the work of redemption, too special a 
reference to Christ’s incarnation; Oecumenius: 7 pera capKos 
emdnpta ; Theodoret : tovtouv ydpuv évnvOpemnoev 6 povoyerns 
Tod Qeod vids, wa «.7.r. It need hardly be said that he is 
speaking here not simply of a revelation of the divine grace 
by teaching, but also of its appearance in act, viz. in the act of 
redemption.—To define the ydpis more accurately, there is 
added: cw Typos macw avOpwrrots] not: “as bringing salva- 
tion” (de Wette, van Oosterzee). This would make cwtnpios 
here the main point, which from the context it cannot be; 
the main point is not given till maidevovca. XwtrHpsos is 
rather an adjective qualifying the substantive ydpis: “there 
appeared the grace bringing salvation to all men.’ With the 
Rec. 1) cwtTnptos this construction is beyond doubt. — raow 
avOpHTrous] does not depend on éwedavn, but on owtrpvos. 
Matthies is not intelligible in regarding it as dependent on 
both,.—The emphasis laid on the universality of the salvation, 
as in 1 Tim. i. 4 and other passages of the Pastoral Epistles, 
is purely Pauline. 

Ver. 12. Havdevovoa spas, wa x.7.r.] On this the chief 
emphasis is laid. By aradevovca the apostle makes it clear 
that “the grace of God has a paedagogic purpose” (Heyden- 
reich). Here, as also elsewhere in the N. T., awevew does 
not simply mean “educate,” but “educate by disciplinary 
correction.” Hence Luther is not incorrect in translating: 
“and chastises us.” This reference is to be noted here, as. is 
shown by the next words: dpyncdpevos x... “Iva does not 
indicate the purpose here, but the object to be supplied, for 
mato. is not subjective, but objective; the sentence beginning 
with wa might also have been expressed by the infinitive ; 
comp. 1 Tim. i. 20; not therefore “in order that we,” but “that 


” 


we.” On this use of wa, see Winer, pp. 314 ff? [E. T. pp. 


1 Wiesinger translates: ‘‘for there appeared the grace of God which brings 
salvation to all men;” and on the construction of réow avbparos he afterwards 
says: ‘‘according to the context, it can only be construed with cwrzpios.” 

2 Wiesinger translates: ‘‘ educating us, that we. . . live holily,” but thinks 
that iva is to be retained in its proper signification as denoting the aim of the 
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420-426]. — dpynoapevor} see i. 16: “ denying,” 2. renounc- 
ing, abandoning.— tiv doéBeav] is not equivalent to edw- 
AoraTpelav Kal Ta Tovnpa Sdypara (Theophylact), but is the 
opposite of edcéBevav: the behaviour of man, ungodly, estranged 
from God, of which idolatry is only one side.— «al tas 
Koopixas émiOvpias| Koopsxos only here and in Heb. ix. 1, 
but there in another connection. The Koop. émiOvpiar are 
not “desires or lusts referring to the earthly, transient. world ” 
(first edition of this commentary; so, too, Wiesinger), but “ the 
lusts belonging to the «dcpos, i.e. to the world estranged from 
God,” which, indeed, is the same thing (so, too, van Oosterzee). 
Kindred conceptions are found éiOupia capKds, Gal. v. 15; 
Eph. ii. 3; avOperev ériOuplas, 1 Pet. iv. 2.— cadppovas kat 
dixaiws Kal edoeBds Ejowpev] see i. 8 (ceHppova, Sixarov, 
dovov). This denotes the life of Christian morality in three 
directions. Immediately after éav@upiar we have the opposing 
conception cwPpoves, which expresses self-control. Ackaiws 
denotes generally right conduct such as the divine law 
demands, having special reference here, as ini. 8, to duty 
towards one’s neighbour. EvceBads (opposite of doéBevar) 
denotes holiness in thought and act.—Even the older expositors 
find in the collocation of these three ideas an expression for 
the whole sum of duties. Wolf: optime illi res instituunt, 
qui per 70 evoceBds officia adversus Deum, per 7d dvKalws 
officia adv. proximum, per TO cwPpovas vero illa adv. hominem 
ipsum indicari existimant; still it might be doubtful whether 
Paul regarded the ideas as so sharply distinct from each other. 
— év t® viv aidvt] Paul adds this to remind Titus that for 
the Christian there is another and future life towards which 
his glance is directed even in this ;—still these words cannot 
be construed with mpoodeyopevor. 

Ver. 13. Hpocdeyopevoe rv paxapiav édrida] The strange 
collocation of mpoodey. and éAmiSa is found also in Acts 
xxiv. 15: édrida éyov . . . Hv Kab adtol obra mpocdéxovTat ; 
so, too, in Gal. v. 5: €Amida ... amrexdeyouefa. The reason of 
it is that éAz/s not only denotes actively the hope, but also 
waidsyee, In its proper signification, however, %va does not give the aim, but * 


the purpose. If it be taken in this sense here, we cannot but translate it ‘in 
order that.” 
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passively the thing hoped for, the subject of the hope; comp. 
Col. i 5: 4 edmis } amroxepmévn év tT. ovpavois; comp., too, 
Rom. viii. 24. — paxapiav] Paul thus describes the éAiéa in 
so far as the expectation of it blesses the believer. Wolf 
wrongly interprets 7 wax. édmis as equivalent to 7) éAmifopévn 
paxap.orns. — This éAris is further defined by the epexegesis : 
Kai errupaveray TAS SdEns Tov peyddrou Oeod Kal cwrhpos Huav 
"I. Xpiorod] According to Hofmann, the adjective waxapiay as 
well as the genitive tis 50£ns «.7.r. belongs to both substan- 
tives, to Amida and to émipdverav, because, as he thinks, 7 
paxapia érris is nota conception complete in itself. But 
Rom. xv. 4 shows this to be wrong. The genitive could only 
be construed with the two substantives by giving it a different 
reference in each case. Hofmann, indeed, maintains that this 
presents no difficulty, as it occurs elsewhere; but he is wrong 
in his appeal to Rom. xv. 4 (comp. Meyer on the passage) 
and to 1 Pet. i. 2 and 2 Pet. iii. 11 (comp. my commentary 
on the passages)—Beyond doubt, the émidavera ris do&ns 
«.t.W. denotes Christ’s second coming (1 Tim. vi. 14); it may, 
however, be asked whether peydd\ov Ocod is an independent 
subject or an attribute of Inc. Xp. The older expositors are 
of the latter opinion; the orthodox even appealed to this 
passage against the Arians. Ambrosius, however, distinguishes 
here between Christus and Deus Pater! Erasmus, too, 
says: simul cum Patre apparebit eadem gloria conspicuus 
Dominus ac Servator noster J. Chr.; and Bengel says of Ocod 
simply: referri potest ad Christum. Among more recent 
expositors, Flatt, Mack, Matthies, Wiesinger, van Oosterzee, 
Hofmann, adopt the former view; while de Wette, Plitt, 
Winer, pp. 123 f. [E. T. p. 162], adopt the latter. Heyden- 
reich leaves the question undecided.” It cannot be decided 
on purely grammatical grounds, for pey. Oeod and cwrhpos 
nu. may be two attributes referring to "Ino. Xpiorod; still it 

1 The words of Ambrosius are: hanc esse dicit beatam spem credentium, qui 
exspectant adventum gloriae magni Dei, quod revelari habet judice Christo, in 
quo Dei patris videbitur potestas et gloria, ut fidei suae praemium consequantur. 
Ad hoc enim redemit nos Christus, ut, puram vitam sectantes, repleti bonis 
operibus, regni Dei haeredes esse possimus. 

2 Heydenreich wrongly supposes that 3s here is the glory which God and 
Christ will give to believers. 
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may be also that crip. juav Ino. Xp. is a subject distinct 
from pey. Qcod, even although only one article is used." The 
question can only be answered by an appeal to N. T. usage, 
both for this passage and others like it: 2 Pet. i. 1; Jude 4; 
2 Thess. i.12. In 2 Pet.i. 11, iii. 18, the unity of the subject 
is beyond doubt. The following points may be urged in 
favour of distinguishing two subjects :—(1) In no single passage 
is @eds connected directly with "Incods Xpictos as an attribute 
(see my commentary on 2 Pet. i. 1); ae. there never occurs in 
the N. T. the simple construction 6 @eds nudv “Inc. Xp., or 
6 Ocds "Inaods Xp., or’ Ino. Xp. 6 Oeds yudv, whereas Kvpsos 
and cwTyp are often enough construed in this way. (2) The 
collocation of God (@e0s) and Christus as two subjects is 
quite current, not only in the Pastoral Epistles (1 Tim.i. 1, 2, 
v. 21, vi. 13; 2 Tim. i. 2, iv. 1; Tit.i.4), but also in all the 
epistles of the N. T., Pauline or not, so much so, that when in 
some few passages the turn of the expression is such as to 
make @eds refer grammatically to Christ also, these passages 
have to be explained in accordance with the almost invariable 
meaning of the expression. (3) The addition of the adjective 
peyanou indicates that Oeod is to be taken as an independent 
subject, especially when it is observed how Paul in the First 
Epistle to Timothy uses similar epithets to exalt God’s glory ; 
comp. 1 Tim. i. 17, iv. 10, vi. 15, 16, especially i. 11: % d0€a 
Tov pakapiov cod. It is true the expression 0 péyas Oeos 
is not found in the N. T., except in the Rec. of Rev. xix. 17, 
but it occurs frequently in the O. T.: Deut. vi. 21, x. 17; 

+ Hofmann wrongly asserts that because cwripos iuav stands before "Inzod 
Xpicrod, and with pwsyérov @eod under one and the same article, therefore rua» 
must belong to pwsydédov @cod as much as to cwrxpos, and weydéacv to cwripos as 
much as to ©:0¥, and both together to "Incod Xpiorod as predicate. There are 
instances enough of two distinct subjects standing under one article only, and 
we cannot see why these instances should not be quoted here. It cannot indeed 
be said that carapos nuay "I. Xp. needs no article; for, although cur7p as well as 
xvpios may be construed with “I. Xp. without the article, still there is no instance 
of xvpos rpav being without the article when construed with ’I. Xp. But the 
article before wey. @zod may, according to N. T. usage, be also referred to owrnpos 
"I, Xp. without making it necessary to assume a unity of subject ; comp. Buttm. 
pp. 84 ff.; Winer, pp. 118 ff. [E. T. p. 158]. Hofmann is no less wrong in what 
he says regarding the necessity of the reference of pweydérov and of fuav. Paul, 


indeed, might have written: rod mey. cod xal Inc. Xp. rod curipos tuay, but he 
could also express the same thought in the way he has written it. 
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Neh: ix. 32; Dan. ‘ii. 45, ix. 42— For the ‘unity of the 
subject only one reason can be urged with any show of force, 
viz. that elsewhere the word émipdveva is only used in refer- 
ence to Christ; but Erasmus long ago pointed out that it does 
not stand here émid. tod Oeod, but ris SdEns tod Ocod. 
Wiesinger, too, has to admit “that, according to passages like 
Matt. xvi. 27, Mark viii, 38, Christ appears in the glory of 
the Father and at the same time in His own glory (Matt. 
xxv. 31), and His appearance may therefore be called the 
appearance both of God’s glory and of His own.” Wiesinger, 
indeed, tries to weaken this admission by remarking that in 
reality it is Christ Himself who will appear év S0&) tod 
matpos, and not God, that therefore $d€a would be construed 
with the genitives in quite different relations, and that on 
grammatico-logical principles it must mean either év cwtijpe 
nav “Ino. Xpuct@, or Tov cwrhpos jyav év th SdEn rod 
Heyahou Ocod (Matthies). But his remark is wrong. Even 
if the subjects be distinct, the genitive tod wey. Ocod stands 
in the same relation to ris d0£ns as does the genitive cwrhpos 
np. I. Xp. Nor is the form of expression necessary on which 
Matthies insists, because in the N. T. God and Christ are 
often enough connected simply by «aé without marking their 
mutual relations. Wiesinger further remarks that no reason 
whatever can be found in the context for connecting Oeds 
here as well as Christ with the éwiavera, but he has mani- 
festly overlooked the relation of mpocdeyopevos THY errupaverav 
ths Sons Tod pey. Ocod to emepdvyn  yxapis ToD Ocod.? — 
Chrysostom rightly says: dvo0 Seikvvow évtadOa émidavelas 
kal ydp eiou Svo' % ev mpdtepa yapitos, 9 bé Seutépa avtaTo- 
ddcews. The ydpis of God has already appeared; the dof 
of God appears only at the day of completion, when Christ 
is made manifest in His d0£a, which is the d0&a of God. 


1 Usteri (Paul. Lehrb. 5th ed. p. 326) says: ‘‘ God the Father did not need the 
extolling epithet péyas;” to which it may be replied: ‘‘ Did Christ need such 
an epithet ?”—If Hofmann be right in remarking that Christ is not 4 @:s, which 
is the subject-name of the Father, then it is very questionable that Paul would 
call Him 6 piyas @cés. 

2 Van Oosterzee has advanced nothing new in support of the view disputed 
above. The appeal to 2 Pet. i. 11 is of no use, unless it be proved in passages 
beyond dispute that @:és, like xdpios, is joined with *Incovs Xpovxés as an attribute, 
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Though not so directly as it would have been if the subjects 
were identical, this passage is still a testimony in favour of 
the truth of the doctrine of Christ’s divinity."— Matthies 
suggests that in the expression Tod weyddov Oeod there is an 
allusion to the great Zeus worshipped in Crete, but that is 
more than improbable. — The genitive owtjpos is not depen- 
dent on émibaverav, but on rhs So&ns. In 1 Pet. iv. 13 also 
Christ’s second coming is called the revelation of His dd£a. 
Ver. 14. The thought in this verse is very closely related 
to ver. 12: raidevovca tds, Wa x.7.r., as it shows how far 
the appearance of the grace of God exhorts us to deny acéBeva 
«.T.X. In construction, however, it is connected with owtipos 
ny. I. Xp.— bs &axev éavtdv] comp. Gal. i. 4, equivalent to 
Tapédaxev éavtov, Eph. v. 25. The conception of the volun- 
tary submission to death is not contained in éavrov (Heyden- 
reich) so much as in the whole expression. — t7rép jyorv] is 
not equivalent to avti spar, but: “for us, on owr behalf ;” 
the notion of avi, however, is not excluded (Matt. xx. 28). 
The purpose of this submission is given in the next words : 
iva AuTpoOONnTaL Has] AvTpodc bar: “set free by means of a 
ransom.” In Luke xxiv. 21 (comp. too, 1 Mace. iv. 11, and 
other passages in the Apocrypha) the reference to ransom falls 
quite into the background; but in 1 Pet. i. 18, 19, where, as 
here, the redemption through Christ is spoken of, the téusov 
aiwa of Christ is called the ransom. The same reference is 
indicated here by the previous édwxev éavrdv, comp. 1 Tim. 
ii. 6. The middle form includes the reference which in the 
next clause is expressed by éavré.— dro maons dvopias] 
“from all unlawfulness.” “Avouia is regarded as the power 
from which Christ has redeemed us; it is opposed to cwfpovas 
kal dixaiws Kal edoeBas Ev: “the unrighteousness in which 
the law of God is unheeded.” It is wrong to understand by 
avoyia “not only the sin, but also the punishment incurred by 
sin” (Heydenreich), or only the latter; comp. Rom. vi. 19, 
2 Cor. vi. 14, and especially 1 John iii. 4: 7) dwaptia éotlv 7 


1 Calvin: Verum brevius et certius repellere licet Ari.nos, quia Paulus, de 
revelatione magni Dei locutus, mox Christum adjunxit, ut sciremus, in hujus 
persona fore illam gloriae revelationem, ac si diceret, ubi Christus apparuerit, 
tunc patefactum nobis iri divinae gloriae magnitudinem. 
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avopia.—xal Kxabapion éavt@ adv Teptovaror] positive 
expression of the thought which was expressed negatively in 
the previous clause. De Wette and Wiesinger without reason 
supply pas as the object of xaOapion; the object is Xaov 
TepLovolov.— Teprovavos (a. Aey. in N. T.). Chrysostom 
wrongly interprets it by é&edeypévos, ovdév Exov Kowdv pos 
Tovs Aowrrovs; Theodoret more correctly by oéxeZos ; so, too, 
Beza: peculiaris, and Luther: “a people for a possession.” 
The phrase dads mepsovovos belongs to the O. T., and is a 
translation of the Hebrew nap Dy, Ex. xix. 5; Deut. vii. 6, 
xiv. 2, xxvi. 18, LXX.; in the church of the N. T. the pro- 
mise made to the people of Israel is fulfilled ; comp. 1 Pet. 
ii. 9: Aads els trepurolnow. — éavT@ corresponds with AvTpeé- 
ontat amo. The sentence is pregnantly expressed, and its 
meaning is: “that He by the purifying power of His death 
might acquire for Himself (éavr@) a people for a possession.” 
— The moral character of the Aads trepsove. is declared by the 
words in apposition, (jAwTny KarOdv épywv: accensum studio 
bonorum operum.— De Wette is inaccurate in saying that the 
apostle is speaking here not of reconciliation, but only of moral 
purification. Wiesinger rightly asks: “What else are we to 
understand by éaxev éavtov drrép juov than the reconciling 
death?” But de Wette is so far right, that reconciliation is 
not made the chief point here, but rather, as often in the N. T., 
eg. 1 Pet. i. 17, 18, the design is mentioned for which Christ 
suffered the death of reconciliation ; comp. Luther’s exposition 
of the second article of faith. 

Ver. 15. Tatra (viz. these moral precepts, see ver. 1, with 
the reasons given for them, vv. 11-14) Aader Kal mapaKdrce 
kai édeyxe] The distinction between these words is correctly 
given by Heydenreich. Aareiy denotes simple teaching, 
mapaxdan. pressing exhortation, éAéyy. solemn admonition to 
those who neglect these duties. “The theoretic, the parae- 
netic-practical, and the polemic aspects of the preaching of the 
gospel are combined” (Matthies).— pera adons émitayijs] 
According to 1 Cor. vii. 6, cuvyyvwpn is the opposite of 
émitayn; this clause therefore enjoins that Titus is not to 
leave it to the free choice of the church whether his exhorta- 
tions shall be obeyed or not, but to deliver them as commands. 
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De Wette translates: “with all recommendation,” which is 
right in sense; still ézvrayy is not properly recommendation 
but command, and it is therefore better to say, “with entire 
full command.” — With this the final words are closely con- 
nected: pndeis cov mepippovettw] mepuppovety (dm. dey.) ; 
properly : “consider something on all sides;” then: “think 
beyond, despise,” equivalent to xatadpoveiy ; comp. 1 Tim. 
iv. 12. Luther is right in sense: “let no man despise thee,” 
viz. by not receiving thy teachings, exhortations, and admoni- 
tions as commands, and by thinking lightly of them. There 
is nothing to suggest that Titus is to conduct himself so that 
no one may be right in despising him, 


CHAP, III, 865 


CHA? TERS LE 


VER. 1. dpyatg nai eEoveius] In A C D* E* F G 8 17, 31, al, 
Damasc. xai is wanting, and was therefore omitted by Lachm. 
Buttm. and Tisch. It can hardly be done without; but, as the 
xai is wanting also between the next two words, it seems to 
have been wanting here originally, and to have been inserted 
later. F G have a xa/ inserted between the verbs. — Ver. 2. 
For wydéva, F G have w4; but the former is supported alike by 
suitability to the context and by the weightiest testimony. — 
Instead of spasrnra (Rec.), Lachm. Buttm. Tisch., on the autho- 
rity of A C, etc., adopted here and elsewhere the form spaiirgra. 
—w has, instead of évdemvuuévous rpairnra, the reading évde/xvucdcu 
orovd4v.— Ver. 5. av] For this we should probably read &, as is 
done by Lachm. and Tisch. 8, on the authority of A C* D* F 
Gs 17, al., Clem. Cyr. The a, which Tisch. 7 retained, seems 
to be a correction from the analogy of classic Greek. — For riy 
airod ¢heov, Lachm. Buttm. and Tisch., on the authority of A D* 
EF G 31, al., Clem. Max. al., read 7d aired éreos; DEF G 
Ambr. Aug. etc., put abrod after Zieos. — Before Aourpod, Lachm. 
and Buttm. put rod, on the authority of A. — After dvaxamicews, 
D* E* FG, Ambr. Aug. etc., have the reading dé, which is 
manifestly an interpretation. — Ver. 7. yevwiueda] Lachm. Buttm. 
Tisch. rightly read yevydauev, on the authority of A C D* FG, 
17, al., Chrys. Ath. — Ver. 8. r% @:%] According to all uncials, 
the ra should be deleted; so, too, with ré before xara. — Ver. 9. 
For pes (Tisch. 7) there is found in D EF GX the singular 
pw (Tisch. 8), which is indeed the original reading altered on 
account of the plurals around it.— Ver. 10. The Rec. werd wiay 
xa) devrépay vovdeciav (Lachm. Buttm. Tisch. 8) is supported by 
AC KL», all cursives, Vulg. etc.; Tisch. 7 adopted instead of 
it: were wiay vovdeoiav xai devrépay,on the authority of DE FG, 
several Fathers, etc. eiche rightly prefers the Rec. — Ver. 13. 
Tisch. 7 reads ’AwoAAw, while Tisch. 8 gives ’AwoAAdy; some MSS. 
have ’AwoAAdva. — While Tisch. 7, with the support of most 
authorities, read A</ry (so, too, Lachm. and Buttm.), Tisch. 8 
adopted A/r7, on the authority of s D* etc. — Ver. 15. In D** 
and D*** E FG H KL, al., several versions, etc., the word 
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duhv forms the close; but it is wanting in a C D* 17, ete: 
Tisch. and Buttm. omitted it; Lachm. enclosed it in brackets. 


Vy. 1, 2. Instructions to give exhortations regarding con- 
duct towards the authorities and towards all men. — t7ro- 
plpynoke avtovs] (see 2 Tim. ii. 14) presupposes that they 
are aware of the duties regarding which the exhortation is 
given. It is not so certain that Paul is alluding to definite 
precepts already expressed by him. — adrovs] viz. the mem- 
bers of the church. — dpyais (kal) éfovolais trotdccec Oar] 
dpyai «x, é€ovolas as a name for human authorities is used 
also in Luke xii. 11 (comp. too, Luke xx. 20; é€ovciar alone, 
in Rom. xiii. 1). The two words are joined together in order 
to give fuller expression to the notion of authority. It can- 
not, however, be shown that the one denotes the higher, the 
other the lower authorities (Heydenreich). It is at least 
doubtful whether this inculcation of obedience to the autho- 
rities had its justification in the rebellious character of the 
Cretans nationally (Matthies and others). Similar precepts 
also occur in other epistles of the N. T.; and here the exhorta- 
tion harmonizes with the injunctions given in chap. ii. The 
Christians needed the exhortation all the more that the 
authorities were heathen. — revOapyeiv] here in its original 
signification: “obey the superior.’ Its meaning in Acts 
xxvii. 21 is more general. The zrevOapyeiy is the result and 
actual proof of the imotdccecbar. The want of xai does 
not prove, as de Wette thinks, that it does not belong to the 
datives dpyats (x.) €& Kai would have been out of place 
here, since the following words also are to be construed with 
that dative. — mpos may Epyov ayabov éroiwous etvac] not to 
be taken generally, but in very close connection with dpyais : 
“for the authorities prepared to every good work” (so, too, 
Wiesinger and van Oosterzee). The ayadov is not without 
significance, as it points to the limits within which they are to 
be ready to obey the will of the authorities. Theodoret: od8é 
yap eis amavta Set Tois dpxovaor reWapyelv, adda Tov pev 
dacpov Kal Tov dopov eiagépery, Kal rv mpoorjKoveay atrovéwew 
tyunv’ et 6€ SvcceBeiy Kedevocvev, avTiKpUs avTiéyew ; comp. 
Acts iv. 19,— Ver. 2. wndéva Pracdnpciv] The new object 
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#ndéva shows that from this point he is no longer speaking of 
special duties towards superiors, but of general duties towards 
one’s neighbour. Bracdypety is used specially in reference 
to what is higher, but it occurs also in the more general sense 
of “revile.” Theodoret: pndéva dyopevew KkaKxws. — apaxyous 
elvat, érrvecxets] see 1 Tim. iii. 3; the first expresses negatively 
what the second expresses positively. — wacav évdexvupévous 
(see ii. 10) rpaitnta mpds tdavtas dvOperovs] Chrysostom : 
kai ‘Iovdaious kai “EdAnvas, poxOijpous x. tovnpovs. — It is 
impossible not to see that the apostle is thinking specially of 
conduct towards those who are not Christian. 

Ver. 3. "Hyuev yap] yap shows that the thought following 
it is to give a reason for the previous exhortation. But the 
reason does not lie in this verse taken by itself (Chrysostom: 
ovKovY pnoevt dvedions, pnal’ ToLodTOS yap Hs Kal av; sO, too, 
Hofmann), but in this verse when connected with the verse 
following. The meaning therefore is: As we were in the state 
in which they are now, but were rescued by the kindness of 
God, it becomes us to show kindness and gentleness towards 
those whom we were at one time like. "Hyer stands first 
as emphatic; oré, “at one time,” viz. before we became 
believers. Wiesinger: “The contrast to zoré is given by 
Ote Sé€ in ver. 4; we have here the well-known contrast 
between zoré and viv; comp. Rom. xi. 30; Eph. ii. 2, 11, 13, 
v. 8; Col. i. 21, iii. 7, 8; they are the two hinges of the 
Pauline system.” — Kal mpets] “we too;” pets includes all 
believing Christians. It is to be noted that even here Paul 
makes no distinction between Jewish and Gentile Christians 
(otherwise in Eph. ii. 3). — dvonro.] is equivalent to éoxotuc- 
pévot TH dvavola, Eph. iv. 18; without understanding, viz. in 
reference to divine things; not simply: “blinded regarding 
our true destiny” (Matthies), or: “without knowing what is 
right” (Hofmann). Heinrichs refers this and mAavapevor to 
idol-worship, but the apostle is not speaking here of Gentile 
Christians alone. — dze@eis] disobedient to divine law; 
Heydenreich wrongly refers it to the relations with the 
authorities. — rAavepevor (see 2 Tim. iii. 13) stands here not 
in a neuter, but in a passive sense: “led astray,” proceeding 
on a wrong path, not merely “in regard to knowledge,” but 
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more generally. Wiesinger: “sc. amd Tis adyOeias, adnOeca 

being regarded not as abstract truth, but as the sum total of 
moral good;” comp. Jas. v. 19; Heb. v. 2.— Sovdevovtes _ 
érOupiats Kab jdovais moxinats (see 2 Tim. iii. 6) 7dova/, as 

Jas. iv. 1, 3. He who follows his lusts is a slave to them, 

hence SovAevovtes ; see Rom. vi. 6,12. Michaelis gives it too 

narrow a meaning by referring it to sins of lust. — év xaxig 
kal pOove Sidyovtes] Kkaxia is not “vileness,” but “ wicked- 

ness;” comp. Col. iii. 8; Eph. iv. 31; otherwise in 1 Cor. 

v. 8 and other passages, where it is synonymous with zovnp/a. 

— dsayovtes] connected with @iov only here and in 1 Tim. 

ii, 2.—orvyntot (dm. rey.) is equivalent to puontot (Hesy- 

chius), “detested and detestable ;” it is wanting in Luther's 

translation. — pucodvtes adAd7jAOUs] comp. Rom. i. 29. 

Vv. 4-6. “Ore 88 } ypnototns Kal 7 piravOporia K.7.r.] 
xpnotorns as a human quality; 2 Cor. vi. 6; Gal. v. 22; 
Col. iii. 12; used of God, Rom. i. 4, xi. 22 (often in the 
LXX.); with special reference to God’s redemptive work in 
Christ, Eph. ii. 7.— diravOpwria| elsewhere only in Acts 
xxvill. 1 (2 Mace. vi. 22, xiv. 9) as a human quality. De 
Wette remarks on it: “unusual for the idea of ydpus.” The 
reason why Paul makes use of the word here is contained in 
ver. 2, where he exhorts to paitys mpos mdvtas avOp@rous. 
Xpnordrns corresponds in conception to mpai'rns (both words 
stand closely connected in Gal. v. 22 and Col. iii. 12); and 
in allusion to pos 7. avOp., Paul adds diravOpwria. The 
goodness and love of God to man, on which our salvation is 
based, should lead us to show benevolence and gentleness to 
all men. At the same time, the ypyorérns and giravOporia 
of God form a contrast with the conduct of men as it is 
described in ver. 3 in the words: é kakia .. . picobvtes 
addjrovs. Hofmann rightly remarks that as ¢uravOpwria 
has the article, it is made independent and emphatic by the 
side of the ypnordorns ; it does not, however, follow from this 
that ypnororns here denotes “the goodness of God in general 
towards His creatures.” — éwreddvn] just as in ii. 11.— rod 
cwTipos juas Ocod] see 1 Tim. i. 1.— Ver. 5. The apodosis 
begins here and not at édeos, so that the words od« . . . édeos 
modify écwoev ; so more recent expositors, even Hofmann. -— 
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ovk €& épyov tdv év Sixaocdyn & eroijoapev hyets] On é€, 
comp. Rom. ili, 20. Matthies wrongly: “not from works 
_ appearing in the form of righteousness which we accomplished, 
ae. not from our works produced with the appearance of 
righteousness.” "Epya ta év Sixacoctvy are rather: “works 
which are done in righteousness.” °Ev denotes the condition 
of life in which the works are accomplished (de Wette, 
Wiesinger). | Acxacocvvy here is not justification (van Ooster- 
zee: Justitia coram Deo), but righteousness, integrity ; so, too, 
Hofmann. — @ éroujoapev iets] jets is added emphatically 
to make the contrast all the stronger (Wiesinger). Paul is 
not speaking of works which may have been done by us, but 
denies that we have done such works of righteousness. Bengel 
rightly: Negativa pertinet ad totum sermonem: non fueramus 
in justitia: non feceramus opera in justitia: non habebamus 
opera, per quae possemus salvari.'—The thought here expressed 
is not, as de Wette thinks, unsuitable to the context. In its 
negative form it rather serves to give emphasis to aAda Kata 
(by means of) TO adtovd €deos, and hence to the conception of 
the divine ypnotorns and diravOpwria. Wiesinger: “The 
apostle even by the contrast of the ov« wishes to make it 
quite clearly understood that saving grace is quite free and 
undeserved.” ?—On xara 1d avr. édeos, comp. 1 Pet. i. 3.— 
éswoev ids] sc. 0 Oeds. As Ste... éreddvyn does not 
mean: “when or after it had appeared,” but: “when tt 
appeared,’ the saving is here represented as simultaneous 
with the appearance of the divine ypyordérns «.7.A., although 
dua refers éowoev to its application to individuals, which is 
different in time from the éte «.7.A. above. But Paul could 
rightly put these two things together, because the goodness of 
God which appeared in Jesus Christ comes to perfection in the 


1 Similarly Theophylact : tewcev juss ox 2% tpywr, av toroinoaper, ave) rod’ cdre 
Laroshoupey tpya dinasoodyns, ors ioabnuev tx rovrwy, GAAw Td way n ayaborns aUTOU 
txoings. 

2 Hofmann is not correct in analysing tpywy cay tv dxasrdvn into two state- 
ments. He says that 2% %pyav is ‘in the first place to be conceived by itself,” 
and that ray tv dx. further ‘‘denies that we have done what we should have 
done in order to deserve to be saved.” He then maintains that the relative 
sentence belongs to ray tv dixasootvn, But tpya r& tv dixnasoodvn forms one concep- 
tion, and on this the relative sentence depends. 
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saving of individuals by the Aouvrpdy maduyyeveoias; the 
former is the efficient cause of the other. — 7pas is not to be 
referred to all mankind, but to believers. The means by 
which the saving is effected are set forth in the words: 6a 
(rod) Rovtpod maruyyeverias Kal dvaKkawacews TVvEvpaTOS 
dylov] The expression: TO NovTpov maduyyeverias, has been 
very arbitrarily interpreted by some expositors, some taking 
AouTpov as a figurative name for the regeneratio itself, or for 
the predicatio evangelii, or for the Holy Spirit, or for the 
abundant imparting of the Spirit. From Eph. v. 26 it is 
clear that it can mean nothing else than baptism; comp. too, 
Heb. x. 23; 1 Cor. vi. 11; Acts xxii. 16.— raduyyevecia] 
occurs also in Matt. xix. 28, but in quite a different connec- 
tion, viz. in reference to the renovation of things at Christ’s 
second coming ; comp. however, 1 Pet. i. 3, 23, avayevvda, 
and John iii. 3 ff, yevvnOjvar advwPev.— According to the 
context, Paul calls baptism the bath of the new birth, not 
meaning that it pledges us to the new birth (“ to complete 
the process of moral purification, of expiation and sanctifica- 
tion,” Matthies), nor that it is a visible image of the new 
birth (de Wette), for neither in the one sense nor in the other 
could it be regarded as a means of saving (€owoev jyds did), 
Paul uses that name for it as the bath by means of which 
God actually brings about the new birth. Comp. with this 
the apostle’s expressions elsewhere regarding baptism, especi- 
ally Rom. vi. 3 ff., Gal. iii. 27, Col. ii. 12, which all alike 
assign this real signification to baptism. — cal dvaxatvdcews 
mvevpatos daylov] The genit. wv. ay. is the genit. of the 
efficient cause: “the renewal wrought by the Holy Spirit” 
(de Wette, Wiesinger, van Oosterzee). This may be taken as 
the continuing influence of the Spirit working in the regene- 
rated Christian, or as the single act of inward change by 
which the man became a Kawi) xtiows (2 Cor. v. 17), a Téexvov 

1 It is certainly right to say that baptism carries with it a pledge to continue 
the process of purification, and that, from its outward form, it bears in itself a 
symbolic character ; only these are not the reasons for which the apostle calls it 
the Aourpay rarsyyeveriags.—In the first edition of this commentary I remarked : 
‘* Baptism is regarded as the inner new birth manifesting itself in the external 


act of the bath.” This is not apposite, since baptism is not the new birth 
itself, but the means for producing it. 
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Ocod. Here the word is to be taken in the latter signification, 
as is clear from its connection with écwsev yas ;) otherwise in 
Rom. xii. 2; Eph. iv. 22-24. According to some expositors, 
the genit. dvaxawwcews is dependent on Sia; Bengel: duae 
res commemorantur: lavacrum regenerationis, quae baptismi 
in Christum periphrasis et renovatio Spiritus sancti. Accord- 
ing to others, it depends on Aovtpod, and is co-ordinate with 
maruyyeverias; Vulgate: per lavacrum regenerationis et 
renovationis (de Wette, Wiesinger). The latter is the right 
view, for “what else could dvaxaivwous mv. dy. be than the 
new birth denoted by waduyyeverta ?” (Wiesinger). In this 
way avax. Tv. ay. is added epexegetically to the previous con- 
ception taduyyeveoia, explaining it, but not adding any new 
force to it.” Heinrichs quite wrongly thinks that av. dy. here 
is the wv. hominis, ipsius, which (quatenus antea fuit yuys«dr, 
capKiKov, émbyecov) becomes holy by the dvaxaty.— Ver. 6. 
ov éEéyeev Ef tuds wovoiws] of is not dependent on rod 
AouTpov, but on mvevuaTtos aylov. The genit. od is in accord- 
ance with the common Greek usage. Heydenreich explains 
it wrongly by supposing é€ or ad’ to have been omitted: 
“from which he abundantly, of which he poured out an 
abundant measure.” — é£éyeev éf’ suas] an expression which 
has passed from the O. T. (Joel ui. 1; Zech. xii. 10) into the 
N. T. Jt is used to describe the gift of the Holy Spirit; see 
Acts ii. 17, 33, x. 45. The rich abundance of this gift is in- 
dicated by wAovatws.’—éd¢’ jas] goes back to mds in ver. 5. 

1 These words, raadiwnyyeveoia and dvaxaivwois, do not occur in classic Greek. 
In the former word, which Hofmann translates awkwardly enough by ‘‘resur- 
rection,” the prefix za. points to the former sinless condition of man, into 
which he is restored from his corruption. Thus radamyyeveria, in Matt. xix. 28, 
corresponds in conception to arexarderacis. It is doubtful whether the same 
reference is adapted to avaxuivwoss (which only occurs here and in Rom. xii. 2) ; 
the dy does not make such reference necessary. Expositors tacitly avoid this 
question ; comp. Cremer, Worterb. d. neut. Grdc, 

2 Hofmann indeed disputes our remark that dvexaw. +r. xv. is added epexe- 
getically to raamyy.; because, as he says, rarruyyevicia is ‘an incident of the, 
resurrection,” whereas dyaxaivwois is “a work of the Holy Spirit.” But is not) 
this renewing work of the Holy Spirit an incident for him on whom it is, 
wrought? He further maintains that it might be said: tewcev jas 00 dvaxa- 
vacems mveipares ayiov, but not towoey nuas die tadriyryevecias ; but this we cannot 


admit. The latter may be said quite as much as the former. 
3 It is 6 @cés here who imparts the Holy Spirit, whereas in Acts ii. 38 the gift, 
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Christians are saved by God pouring upon them, at baptism, 
the Holy Spirit, which renews them. The apostle is not 
speaking here of the gift of the Spirit which was made at 
Pentecost, but of the gift made to individuals, and made 
after the outpouring at Pentecost. — da “Inc. Xp. Tob 
gwthpos juav] This does not belong to éswoev, which is 
already defined by dd tod Aovtpod «.7.A. It goes with 
é&éyeev, so that Christ here, as elsewhere in the N. T., is 
represented as the medium by which the Holy Spirit is sent.’ 
In order to understand the train of thought properly, we must 
note that the outpouring of the Holy Spirit is not a con- 
sequence, but the substantial inward fact in baptism, which is 
the bath of the new birth. 


REMARK.—The question why the apostle here speaks of 
baptism is rightly answered by Wiesinger in this way. Baptism, 
as the bath of the radrsyyeveoia, “is the basis on which rests all 
further growth in the life of the Spirit,” inasmuch as by it the 
believer is removed from the ¢ivas é oapxi into the eias év 
avevuari OY év Xpiorg@, 1.€. nto the condition in which it is pos- 
sible for him to live no longer xur& capxu, but xard& reduce. On 
the other hand, the apostle does not mention faith here asa 
medium of the saving love of God, because he is looking away 
entirely from the human aspect of the matter, and considering 
only the dwine work in the saving of men. Leaving faith 
out of consideration, baptism is to the apostle what he says 
of it here, viz. the means of the new birth or renewal by the 
Holy Spirit, and also, according to ver. 7, of the completion of 
the dixasntosa:; and baptism does not become this to him by 
means of faith. Hence the apostle’s expression cannot be 
rectified conjecturally by supplying this point, viz. faith. It 
is true that in other passages of the N. T. zior:¢ denotes that 
which brings about the new birth, the receiving of the Holy 
Spirit, justification; and the one expression should not be 
neglected for the sake of the other. There is here a problem 
which it is the task of Biblical Theology and of Dogmatics 
to solve; here, however, as the passage before us presents no 
handle for the discussion, it can only be indicated without 


is ascribed to Christ ; see John xiv. 16 comp. with John xy. 26. The explana- 
tion of this is contained in the da. 

1 Matthies remarks, by adding the words 3% I. Xp., faith is at the same time 
assumed as the subjective condition ; but the remark is out of place, as Paul is 
not in the least discussing subjective conditions, 
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solving it. This much only may be said, that according to 
these sayings of the Scriptures, man only becomes a réAeig év 
Xpiorg when he is justified and regenerated both by baptism 
and by faith (the faith, viz., which is siorig & dxo%s, Rom. x. 17). 


Ver. 7. “Iva declares the purpose, not the consequence. It 
is doubtful whether it belongs to é&yeev (Heydenreich, 
Wiesinger, van Oosterzee, Plitt, Hofmann) or to écwcev as 
defined by Sia rod Aovtpod . .. Tod GwTipos yudv (Bengel, de 
Wette, and others). The thought is substantially the same 
with both constructions, since the owrypia is necessarily 
brought about by the outpouring of the Spirit. Still the 
structure of the sentence is in favour of the reference to 
eféyeev. Wiesinger rightly considers the other view “to be 
unnecessarily harsh, ignoring the explanatory relation of 
vy. 6 and 7 to ver. 5, and depriving é£éyeev of its necessary 
definition.” — d:catwOevtes] not “found righteous” (Matthies), 
still less “ sanctified,” but “ justified,” ae. “ acquitted of the guilt, 
and with it, of the punishment.” Hofmann rightly says that 
this justification means the same thing as in Rom. ili. 24; that 
it does not mean the change of our conduct towards God, but of 
our relations to Him. — 79 éxelvov yapvti] does not belong to 
what follows, but to what precedes. Justification is an act of 
grace. °Exeivov does not refer to God as the subject of e£éyeev 
(van Oosterzee, Plitt, and formerly in this commentary), but 
to ’Incod Xpicrod (Hofmann), according to the usage of the 
N. T., for which see Acts iii 13 ; John vii. 45. Comp. Winer, 
p. 148 [E. T. p. 196]; Buttmann, p. 91. Heydenreich and 
Wiesinger are wrong in referring it to wvedparos; for, on the 
one hand, this would involve the wrong conception that justi- 
fication is a work of the Spirit; and, on the other hand, there 
is no mention in the N. T. of a ydpus tov mvevpatos. — TH 


1 The apostle says nothing here regarding the relation of justification to the 
dyaxalvwors Wrought by the Holy Spirit. It is wrong at any rate to regard the 
latter as the ground of the former, so that God justifies man because he is 
renewed. Nor, on the other hand, can the renewing be regarded as a later con- 
sequence of the justification, in the sense that God imparts to man the Holy 
Spirit after man has been justified. The two things are very closely connected. 
Justification is to be regarded as the ground of renewing, while renewing is the 
actual completion of justification. God justifies man so as to renew him, to 
make him His child born of the Spirit. 
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xdpete points us back to ov« é& épywv; Chrysostom: madw 
xdpits, obx dpeidH. — KAnpovduor yevnPapsv [yevOpela] Kar’ 
exrida Cos alwviov] car’ édrida cannot, as Heydenreich 
thinks probable, be construed with ws aiwviov as one con- 
ception, so as to be equivalent to wis aiwviov édalopevns. 
On the other hand, it is also unsuitable to take kar’ erm. 
aiov. together: “in accordance with the hope of eternal life” 
(Matthies), because in that case «Anp. would not be defined. 
Kar’ édréSa should rather be joined with «dnp. yevn@., and 
then the genit. fo7s aiwyvéov belongs to the latter. Chrysostom 
has two interpretations: cat’ éAmiéa, tovtéote’ Kabws Hdri- 
capev, o'tws atroravcouer, %}, btv Sn Kal KANpovomoL eae. 
According to the former view, the words would have to be 
translated: “in order that we, in proportion to our hope (2. 
as we hope), may become heirs of eternal life ;” according to 
the latter, it would be: “that we, according to hope, might 
become heirs of eternal life”” The latter view is the correct 
one. The apostle is speaking not of the future, but of the 
present condition of believers. They are heirs of eternal life ; 
but they are so in hope, not yet in actual possession ; for fe 
ai#veos in its full meaning is something future, Rom. vi. 22, 
23.— «Kar édmida stands here as 7H éAmids in Rom. viii. 24; 
see Meyer on the passage.’ 

Ver. 8. IIurrds 6 Adyos] refers, as in 1 Tim. iv. 9, to what 
precedes, but not to the last sentence merely. So Chrysostom : 
érrevdy) Tepl weddovta@v SiahéyOn Kal ovo mapovtwv, érnyaye 
70 a€voriotov. It refers to the entire thought expressed in 
vv. 4—7.— «al qept tovtav Botropai ce SvaBeBarodcbar] 
Regarding the construction of the verb dsvaBeB., see on 1 Tim. 
i. 7. Vulgate rightly: de his volo te confirmare; Wiesinger: 
“and on these points I wish you to be strongly assured ;” 
Beza, on the contrary : haec volo te asseverare. De Wette also 
maintains that wep! tovtwy is the immediate object, but with- 

1 This passage, vv. 4-7, is substantially different from that in ii. 11-14. 
While in the latter the chief point is the paedagogic aim of the work of redemp- 
tion, and the apostle accordingly is thinking how Christians are pledged toa 
holy life, in the former the chief point is the undeserved love of God made 


manifest in the work of redemption. Hence in this passage also much emphasis 


is laid on the idea of regeneration, which is granted to the Christian by the gift 
of the Holy Spirit. 
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out proving it.— va dpovrifwor cardv épyov tmpoictacbat 
ot memucteuKotes [TO] Oecd] In harmony with the train of 
thought in vv. 2, 3 ff, Paul here gives a practical purpose 
as his motive. The subject of semvcrevedtes Oe@ are 
Christians generally; the designation is used because the 
Cretan Christians had before been heathen. Luther translates 
it rightly: “those who have become believers in God ;” while 
Wiesinger is wrong in explaining it: “those who have put 
faith in God, ae. in His gospel.” The phrase muctevew Od 
expresses the relation to God Himself, not merely to His 
word; comp. Acts xvi. 34. QOe@ is used here as 7@ xuplo 
often is, comp. Acts xviii. 8, xvi. 15; it 1s synonymous with 
eis Tov Ocov, John xiv. 1 ; comp. muotevew To dvopate I. Xp., 
1 John iii. 23, and 7m. es +. év., John i. 12. Hofmann is 
altogether mistaken in construing Oe@ with what follows. If 
Ocd were to be opposed to avOpaross, the latter would have 
been put before @Pércwa; besides, tadra clearly forms the 
beginning of a new clause. — dpovtifew (dm. dey., often in the 
Apocrypha of the O. T., also in the LXX.), “reflect on some- 
thing, take an interest in something ;” here, as often in the 
classics, with a suggestion of anxiety (comp. 1 Sam. ix. 5, 
LXX.).— xarav épywy] depends on mpotctacOar; it is quite 
general, and should not be restricted to the services to be 
rendered to the church (Michaelis), nor to official duties * 
(Grotius), nor to deeds of charity (Chrysostom). —poioracOat 
here and in ver. 14 is used in the same sense as when it is 
joined with réyvns (Synesius, Hp. 2; Athenagoras, xiii. 6124), 
being equivalent to emercere, “carry on, practise an art;” 
properly, it is “present oneself before.” The Vulgate translates 
it: bonis operibus praeesse, which, however, is obscure; Beza 
incorrectly : bene agendo praecedere, which he explains in a 
peculiar fashion by sanctae et rectae vitae antistites. Wolf 
thinks that mpoior. denotes not only the studium, but also the 
patrocinium of good works; comp. Rom. xii. 17: mpovoetaGas 


1 Hofmann, too (Schriftbew. II. 2), restricts xar. ty. sxpoler. to ‘honest 
exertion,” by which ‘‘ each one may support himself and contribute to the needs 
of others, or to the purposes of Christian church-life.” This interpretation, 
however, he seems to have given up, as he does not mention it in his 
commentary. 
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Karna. —Tadta éott [Ta] Kada Kab @pédipa Tt. avOperrois] 
see 1 Tim. ii. 3. Tadra does not refer to Kkadrov épywv 
(Heinrichs, Wiesinger), for the apostle certainly did not need 
to say that cada épya are cada for men; nor does it resume 
mept tovtwy (de Wette, Hofmann). It should be referred 
either to ¢povrifew Kar. épy. mpoiatacGar (Heydenreich, 
Matthies) or to dvaBeBarodcGa, The latter reference might 
be preferred—as confirming the exhortation made to Timothy. 
On the reference of tavra to one subject, see Winer, p. 153 
[E. T. p. 201]. 

Ver. 9. Contrast to the last words. — pwpas 5é Enrncess Kal 
ryevearoylas K.T.r.] Entnoces, see 1 Tim. i. 4; connected with 
popas also in 2 Tim. ii. 23; xal yeveadoyias, see i. 4; the 
latter refers to the contents, the former to the form. — «al 
épw [épes] Kal payas vouixds] Epis, like the other words, 
serves to describe the behaviour of the heretics; it is not 
therefore épeus tas mpos aipetixovs, as Chrysostom interprets 
it, but quarrels such as take place among the heretics. The 
payat voutxat are disputes about the law and the individual 
precepts of the law; see 1 Tim. i. 7 and Tit. i. 14. — Heyden- 
“reich wrongly refers the adjective voysxds also to épeus. 
Hofmann even refers it to all the preceding conceptions, 
arbitrarily explaining voyxaé of the contents of the Penta- 
teuch, «e. of the Thora; with him, therefore, the fn77jceus 
voprrat are “discussions in which all disputed questions in 
the Thora are taken up,” and the yevearoyias voutxal are 
“investigations into the historical contents of the Thora.”— 
weptictaco] see 2 Tim. ii, 16.— With these fables and 
quarrels that go on among the heretics Titus is to have’ 
nothing to do.— Eict yap dvwdede?is cal pdracor] contrast 
with tadrad éote Kara K.7.r.— padtasos, like 8cv0s, 1 Tim. 
ii, 8, is used as an adjective of two terminations. 

Vv. 10,11. An injunction regarding behaviour towards the 
heretics. — Aipetsxov avOpwrov] aipetixds (a. dey.) is not 
equivalent to contentiosus, but is, according to Calvin: quis- 
quis sua protervia unitatem ecclesiae abrumpit, any one who 
causes departure from the pure sound doctrine of the gospel. 
With this Wiesinger agrees, only that he wishes to consider 
the divisions as not brought about by heresies, but by 
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“eccentricities and perversities.” The word afpéceis is often 
used by Paul of ecclesiastical divisions, 1 Cor. xi. 19; Gal. v. 
20. So, too, in 2 Pet. ii. 1, where it expressly refers to 
heresies. Comp. also Rom. xvi. 17: wapaxadXo tpads cKxorelv 
Tovs Tas Sixootacias Kal TA cKdvdara Tapa tiv Sidayhy Hy 
duets ewdbete Tovodvtas Kal éxxdvate am attav.— peta 
piav Kal Sevtépay vovdeciav mapaitod] Vitringa (De Vet. 
Synag. iii. 1. 10) understands wapartod to mean the formal 
excommunication, and vovfeova the excommunicatio privata, 
as these were appointed among the Jews for certain cases. 
But he is wrong; Paul is not speaking here of excommunica- 
tion proper. Nov@ecia (1 Cor. x. 11; Eph. vi. 4) is equiva- 
lent to “reprimand,” including both blame and exhortation. 
This isnot to be employed once, but several times: “ after one 
or two.” — tapattov] 1 Tim. iv. 7. Bengel: monere desine, 
quid enim juvat ? laterem lavares.— Ver. 11. Ss] see 2 Tim. 
ii. 23.—6te é&éotparta: 6 Tovodros] “that such an one is 
perverse ;” comp. Deut. xxxii. 20: é7e yevea éEeotpappéevn 
éotw, Nhann 741; it shows the total perversion of thought and 
endeavour. Baur says arbitrarily and wrongly: “he has 
turned away from us, and departed out of the communion of 
believers.” — Kal dyaptaver dv adtoxatdxpitos| defines the 
preceding words more precisely. *Qv avtoxatdxpitos is 
connected with dwaprdver, but not with é&éortparras also 
(Hofmann). The perversity shows itself in the fact that he 
sins condemning himself. Adtoxataxpitos is equivalent to 
KekauTnplacpévos THv idiay ocvvetdnow, 1 Tim. iv. 2, qui 
suopte judicio est condemnatus. The meaning is: he sins 
with the consciousness of his guilt and of his own condemna- 
tion, so that there is no hope of his return. 

Ver. 12. Invitation from the apostle to Titus to come to 
him at Nicopolis so soon as he had sent Artemas or Tychicus. 
Artemas is not mentioned elsewhere ; regarding Tychicus, see 
2 Tim. iv. 12. The object in sending them is not told. Had 
the apostle’s purpose been that Artemas or Tychicus should 
continue the work begun by Titus, he would surely have given 
some hint of it, and not contented himself with the simple 
mpos oé. It is more probable that the apostle wished to have 
Titus brought by one of them, as he could not yet determine 
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the exact time when he was to come (Hofmann). Nicopolis 
is a name borne by several cities, one in Epirus, built by 
Augustus as a memorial of his victory at Actium; another 
built by Trajan in Thrace; and another in Cilicia. In the 
subscription of the epistle there stands: amd Nuxorddews Tis 
Maxedovias, which may mean either the city in Thrace or that 
in Epirus. It does not appear from his words that Paul wrote 
the epistle there; on the contrary, the éxet rather shows that 
Paul himself was not there when he wrote the epistle. His 
purpose was to pass the winter there; comp. Introd. § 3. 

Ver. 13. Znvadv tov vopxdy] Zenas is otherwise unknown. 
The epithet tov vou. shows either that he had been formerly a 
Jew learned in the Scriptures, a ypaypateds (Matt. xxii. 35, 
and other passages), or—as is more probable—that he was one 
skilled in law, a jurisconsultus (Strabo, 12, p. 539: é&nynrns 
TOV vopwv, Kabdtep of Tapa “Pwpalows vopsixol).— Kab 
*Arroh\A@] He is known from Acts and 1 Corinthians; but 
it is not known when he went to Crete.1\— omovdaiws 
mpoTeupov] “equip carefully for departure ;” on mpomép- 
me, comp. 3 John 6. Wiesinger translates o7ovdaiws by 
“hastily,” unsuitably, as the words wa «.7.d. show. In 
orovoaiws the prevailing conception is zeal; o7ovdalws eyeuw 
is equivalent to “be zealous for a thing.” Luther: “make 
ready with diligence.” — ta pnbev adtois delay] Hofmann’s 
opinion, that “this is an imperative sentence in itself,’ is all 
the more arbitrary that tva manifestly refers to oovdaias ; 
comp. besides what was said on 1 Tim. i. 3. 

Ver. 14. Mavéavétwcay Sé Kal ot tpétepor] of jpérepos 
are the Christian brethren in Crete, not, as Grotius thought, 
Zenas and Apollo, Kaé stands with reference not merely to 
the Jews (Hofmann), but to non-Christians in general. As 
non-Christians provide for the needs of their own, so ought 
Christians, and not refrain through their anxiety for heavenly 
things. — xarov eépywv mpolotacbar] in the same general 


1 Hofmann suggests that Zenas and Apollo set out from the place where Paul 
was at the time of writing the epistle, in order to proceed by Crete to Alexandria, 
which was Apollo’s native place, and that Paul gave them this epistle to Titus 
to serve them also as a letter of recommendation. These are mere conjectures, 
for which there is no foundation, 
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sense as in ver. 8, but the words following give the phrase a 
more special reference to works of benevolence ; els tas avay- 
Kalas xpelas, “in regard to the necessary wants.” —tva 441) 
ow dxaprov] The subject is of 7uérepot. Hofmann construes 
the words es Tas dvayxaias ypelas with the clause of purpose 
following them. He says that “the particle of purpose is 
placed after the emphatic part of the clause,” a thing which 
frequently occurs in the N. T., and for this he appeals to Winer, 
p. 522 [E.T. p. 764]. In this he is entirely wrong. Such a 
construction seldom occurs, and of all the passages there quoted 
by Winer, that from 2 Cor. xii. 7 alone is to the point; the 
rest are of quite another kind. It is quite clear from what was 
said on ta in 1 Tim. i. 3,’ that such a construction is not to 
be admitted here. The exhortation in the passage does not 
refer simply to the present case of equipping Zenas and Apollo, 
which indeed occasioned it, but is in general terms, and is 
applicable to all cases where the necessary wants of others have 
to be considered (van Oosterzee). 

Ver. 15. End.— dorafovtai ce of pet éwod mavtes] is 
not to be understood generally of believers, but of the apostle’s 
fellow-workers. — dotracat tovs dirodvtas tds év miotes] 
girety marks the inner, personal relation. The distinction 
between adyardv and ¢uAeiy is plain from a comparison of 
John iii. 16, yryaanoev 0 Oeds Tov koopov, with John xvi. 17, 
6 maTyp pire twas; also Matt. x. 37: “Huds, we. the apostle. 
—‘H yapis peta ravtov var] “ with you all,” ce. “ with thee 
and all Cretan believers.” The form of the benediction does 
not imply that Titus was to communicate the epistle to 
the churches in Crete. . 


1To say that with the common construction the clause of purpose is too 
general (Hofmann), is not to the point, since it can easily be defined from what 
precedes, 
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Professor Delitzsch._Commentary on the Book of Job. Two Vols. (21s.) 

Bishop Martensen.—Christian Dogmatics, A Compendium of the Doctrines of 
Christianity. One Vol. (10s. 6d.) 

Dr. J. P. Lange.—Commentary on the Gospel of St. John. Two Vols. (21s.) 

Professor Keil.—Commentary on the Minor Prophets. Two Vols. (21s.) 

Professor Delitzsch.—_Commentary on Epistle to the Hebrews. Two Vols. (21s.) 

Dr. Harless.—A System of Christian Ethics. One Vol. (10s. 6d.) 

Dr. Hengstenberg.—Commentary on Ezekiel. One Vol. (10s. 6d.) 

Dr. Stier.—The Words of the Apostles Expounded. One Vol. (10s. 6d.) 

Professor Keil.—Introduction to the Old Testament. Two Vols. (21s.) 

Professor Bleek.—Introduction to the New Testament. Two Vols. (21s.) 

Professor Schmid.—New Testament Theology. One Vol. (10s. 6d.) 

Professor Delitzsch_—_ Commentary on the Psalms. Three Vols. (381s. 6d.) 

Dr. Hengstenberg.—The Kingdom of God under the Old Covenant. Two Vols. (21s.) 

Professor Keil.—Commentary on the Books of Kings. One Volume. (10s. 6d.) 

Professor Keil.—_Commentary on the Book of Daniel. One Volume. (10s. 6d.) 

Professor Keil.—Commentary on the Books of Chronicles. One Volume. (10s. 6d.) 

Professor Keil.—Commentary on Ezra, Nehemiah, and Estaer. One Vol. (10s. 6d.) 

Professor Keil.—Commentary on Jeremiah. Two Vols. (2I1s.) 

Winer (Dr. G. B.)—Collection of the Confessions of Christendom. One Vol. (10s.6d.) 

Bishop Martensen.—Christian Ethics. One Volume. (10s. 6d.) 

Professor Delitzsch._Commentary on the Proverbs of Solomon. Two Vols. (21s.) 

Professor Oehler.—Biblical Theology of the Old Testament. Two Vols. (21s.) 

Professor Christlieb.—Modern Doubt and Christian Belief. One Vol. (10s. 6d.) 

Professor Godet.—Commentary on St. Luke’s Gospel. Two Vols. (21s.) 

Professor Luthardt.—Commentary on St. John’s Gospel. Vols. I. and II. (21s.) 

Professor Godet.—Commentary on St. John’s Gospel. Three Vols. (81s. 6d.) 

Professor Keil.—Commentary on Ezekiel. Two Vols. (21s.) 


Professor Delitzsch._Commentary on Song of Solomon and Ecclesiastes. One 
Vol. (10s. 6d.) 


And, in connection with the Series— 

Murphy’s Commentary on the Book of Psalms. 7'o count as Two Volumes. (12s.) 
Alexander’s Commentary on Isaiah. Two Volumes. (17s.) = 
Ritter’s (Carl) Comparative Geography of Palestine. Four Volumes. (82s.) 
Shedd’s History of Christian Doctrine. Two Volumes. (21s.) 
Macdonald’s Introduction to the Pentateuch. Two Volumes. (21s.) 
Gerlach’s Commentary on the Pentateuch. 8vo. (10s. 6d.) 
Dr. Hengstenberg.—Dissertations on the Genuineness of Daniel, etc. One Vol. (12s.) 

The series, in 151 Volumes (including 1881), price £39, 12s. 9d., forms’ 
without which it may be truly said Sa ea eee Inbrary can be song leeds end tte 
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NUMBERS. By Prof. J. P. Lance, D.D. 
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Annotations by Prof. Tayter Luwis, LL.D. 
A Commentary by Dr. OTtTo Z6cKLER, to- 
gether with an Introductory Essay on Hebrew 
Poetry by Prof. Partie Scuarr, D.D. 


IX. THE PSALMS. By Cary BERNHARDT 
Mott, D.D. With a new Metrical Version 
of the Psalms, and Philological Notes, by T. 
J. Conant, D. D. 


X. PROVERBS. By Prof. Orro Z6cKLER, 
D.D. ECCLESIASTES. By Prof. 0. ZiscK- 
LER, D.D. With Additions, and a new 
Metrical Version, by Prof. TayLER LEwIs, 
D.D. THE SONG OF SOLOMON. By 
Prof. O. ZocKuLER, D.D. 


XI, ISAIAH. By C. W. E. NAEGELSBACH. 


XII. JEREMIAH. By C. W. EH. NAEGELs- 
BAcH, D.D. LAMENTATIONS. By C. W. 
E. NANGELSBACH, D.D. 


XIII. EZEKIEL. By F. W. Scur6per, 
De DANIEL. By Professor ZOCKLER, 
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XIV. THE MINOR PROPHETS. HOSEA, 
JOEL, and AMOS. By Orro SCHMOLLER, 
Ph.D. OBADIAH and MICAH. By Rev. 
PavL KLEINeERT. JONAH, NAHUM, 
HABAKKOK, and ZEPHANIAH. By Rev. 
Pav Kusivert. HAGGAI. By Rev. JAMES 
E. M‘Curpy. ZECHARIAH. By T. W. 
CHamBers, D.D. MALACHI. By Joseru 
PacKARD, D. D. 


THE APOCRYPHA. (Just published.) By EB, C. Bussext, D.D. One Volume. 
NEW TESTAMENT—10 VOLUMES. 


I. MATTHEW. With a General Intro- 
duction to the New Testament. By J. P. 
Lance, D.D. Translated, with Additions, by 
Puivip ScuarFr, D.D. 


II. MARK. By J. P. Lancs, D.D. LUKE. 
By J. J. VAN OOSTERZEE. 


III. JOHN. By J. P. Lanes, D.D. 


Iv. ACTS. By G. V. Lecuter, D.D., and 
Rey. CHARLES GEROK. 


V. ROMANS. By J. P. Lanes, D.D., and 
Rey. F, R. Fay. 


VI. CORINTHIANS. 


KLING. 


By Curistian F. 


VII. GALATIANS. By Orro ScHmoLurr, 
Ph.D. EPHESIANS and COLOSSIANS, 
By Kart Braung, D.D. PHILIPPIANS. 
By Karu Braovne, D.D. 


VIII. THESSALONIANS. By Drs. AuBER- 
Lin and RiecenpacnH. TIMOTHY. By J. 
J. Van OosTERZEE, D.D. TITUS. By J.J. 
Van OOSTERZEE, D.D. PHILEMON. "py J. 
J. Van Oosterzek, D.D. HEBREWS. By 
Karu B. Mott, D.D. 


IX. JAMES. By J. P. Lanex, D.D., and 
J. J. VAN OOSTERZEE, D.D. PETER and 
JUDE. By G. F. C. FRonmMULLER, Ph.D. 
JOHN. By Kart Bravne, D.D. 


X. THE REVELATION OF JOHN. By 
Dr. J. P. Laner. Together with double 
Alphabetical Index to all the Ten Volumes 
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In Fifteen Volumes, demy 8vo, Subscription Price £3, 19s. 
(Yearly issues of Four Volumes, 21s.) 


The GHAorks of St. Augustine. 


EDITED BY MAROUS DODS, D.D. 
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Four Volumes for a Guinea, payable in advance (24s. when not paid 
in advance). 


RRR Reese 


FIRST YEAR. 


THE ‘CITY OF GOD.’ Two Volumes. 


WRITINGS IN CONNECTION WITH 
the Donatist Controversy. In One 
Volume. 


THE ANTI-PELAGIAN WORKS OF 
St. Augustine. Vol. I. 


SECOND YEAR. 


‘LETTERS.’ Vol. I. 
TREATISES AGAINST FAUSTUS 
the Manichwan. One Volume. 


THE HARMONY OF THE EVAN- 
gelists, and the Sermon on the Mount. 
One Volume. 


ON THE TRINITY. One Volume. 


TAURDSY EAR: 


COMMENTARY ON JOHN. Two 
Volumes. 


ON CHRISTIAN DOCTRINE, En- 
CHIRIDION, ON OaTECHIZING, and ON 
FAITH AND THE CREED. One Volume. 


THE ANTI-PELAGIAN WORKS OF 
St. Augustine. Vol. II. 


FOURTH YEAR. 
‘LETTERS.’ Vol. II. 


‘CONFESSIONS.’ With Copious Notes 
by Rev. J. G. Prtkineron. 


ANTI-PELAGIAN WRITINGS. 
III. 


Vol. 


Messrs. CLARK believe this will prove not the least valuable of their various 
Series. Every care has been taken to secure not only accuracy, but elegance. 

It is understood that Subscribers are bound to take at least the issues for 
two years. Each volume is sold separately at 10s. 6d. 

‘For the reproduction of the “City of God” in an admirable English garb we are 


greatly indebted to the well-directed enterprise and energy of Messrs. Clark, and to the 
accuracy and scholarship of those who have undertaken the laborious task of translation.’ 


—Christian Observer. 


‘The present translation reads smoothly and pleasantly, and we have every reason to 
be satisfied both with the erudition and the fair and sound judgment displayed by the 


translators and the editor.’—John Bull. 


SE 2B Cr LON =eyR-OvE 


ANTE-NICENE LIBRARY 


AND 


ST. AUGUSTINE’S WORKS. 


a Ante-Nicene Library being now completed in 24 volumes, and the 
+ St. Augustine Series being also complete (with the exception of the ‘ LirE’ 

in 15 volumes, Messrs. CLARK will, as in the case of the Foreign Theological 
Library, give a Selection of 20 Volumes from both of those series at the Sub- 
scription Price of FIvE Guineas (or a larger number at same proportion). 
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In Twenty-four Handsome 8vo Volumes, Subscription Price £6, 6s. od., 


Ante=-Nicene Christian Library. 


A COLLECTION OF ALL THE WORKS OF THE FATHERS OF THE 
CHRISTIAN CHURCH PRIOR TO THE COUNCIL OF NICZA. 


EDITED BY THE 


REV. ALEXANDER ROBERTS, D.D., AND JAMES DONALDSON, LL.D. 


an 


\ | ESSRS. CLARK are now happy to announce the completion of this Series. 

It has been received with marked approval by all sections of the 
Christian Church in this country and in the United States, as supplying what 
has long been felt to be a want, and also on account of the impartiality, learn- 
ing, and care with which Editors and Translators have executed a very difficult 


task. 


The Publishers do not bind themselves to continue to supply the Series at the 


Subscription price. 


The Works are arranged as follow :— 


FIRST YEAR. 
APOSTOLIC FATHERS, comprising 
Clement’s Epistles to the Corinthians ; 
Polycarp to the Ephesians; Martyr- 
dom of Polycarp; Epistle of Barnabas ; 
Epistles of Ignatius(longerand shorter, 
and also the Syriac version); Martyr- 
dom of Ignatius; Epistleto Diognetus ; 
Pastor of Hermas; Papias; Spurious 
Epistles of Ignatius. In One Volume. 
JUSTIN MARTYR; ATHENAGORAS. 
In One Volume. 
TATIAN; THEOPHILUS; THE CLE- 
mentine Recognitions. In One Volume. 
CLEMENT OF ALEXANDRIA, Volume 
First, comprising Exhortation to Hea- 
then; The Instructor; and a portion 
of the Miscellanies. 


SECOND YEAR. 


HIPPOLYTUS, Volume First; Refutation 
of all Heresies, and Fragments from 
his Commentaries. 

IREN AUS, Volume First. 

TERTULLIAN AGAINST MARCION. 

CYPRIAN, Volume First; the Epistles, 
and some of the Treatises. 


THIRD YEAR. 


IREN AUS (completion); HIPPOLYTUS 
(completion); Fragments of Third 
Century. In One Volume. 

ORIGEN: De Principiis; Letters; and 
portion of Treatise against Celsus. 


CLEMENT OF ALEXANDRIA, Volume 
Second; Completion of Miscellanies. 

TERTULLIAN, Volume First; To the 
Martyrs; Apology; To the Nations, 
etc. 


FOURTH YEAR. 
CYPRIAN, Volume Second (completion) ; 
Novatian; Minucius Felix; Fragments. 
METHODIUS; ALEXANDER OF LY- 
copolis; Peter of Alexandria; Anato- 
lius; Clement on Virginity; and 
Fragments. 
TERTULLIAN, Volume Second. 
APOCRYPHAL GOSPELS, ACTS, AND 
Revelations; comprising all the very 
curious Apocryphal Writings of the 
first three Centuries. 


FIFTH YEAR. 


TERTULLIAN, Volume Third (comple- 
tion). 

CLEMENTINE HOMILIES; APOSTO- 
lical Constitutions. In One Volume. 

ARNOBIUS. 

DIONYSIUS; GREGORY THAUMA- 
turgus; Syrian Fragments. In One 
Volume. 

SIXTH YEAR. 
LACTANTIUS; Two Volumes. 
ORIGEN, Volume Second (completion). 

12s. to Non-Subscribers. 

EARLY LITURGIES AND REMAIN- 
ing Fragments. 9s. to Non-Subscri- 
bers. 


Single Years cannot be had separately, unless to complete sets; but any Volume 
may be had separately, price 10s. 6d.,—with the exception of OricEn, Vol. II., 12s. ; 


and the Harty Lirureiss, 9s. 
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8 T. and T. Clark's Publications. 


Just published, in demy 4to, Third Edition, price 25s., 


BIBLICO-THEOLOGICAL LEXICON OF NEW 
TESTAMENT GREEK. 


By HERMANN CREMER, D.D., 


PROFESSOR OF THEOLOGY IN THE UNIVERSITY OF GREIFSWALD. 


TRANSLATED FROM THE GERMAN OF THE SECOND EDITION 


(WITH ADDITIONAL MATTER AND CORRECTIONS BY THE AUTHOR) 
By WILLIAM URWICK, M.A. 


‘Dr. Cremer’s work is highly and deservedly esteemed in Germany. It gives with 
care and thoroughness a complete history, as far as it goes, of each word and phrase 
that it deals with. .. . Dr. Cremer’s explanations are most lucidly set out.’— Guardian. 


‘It is hardly possible to exaggerate the value of this work to the student of the Greek 
Testament. ... The translation is accurate and idiomatic, and the additions to the 
later edition are considerable and important.’—Church Bells. 


‘A valuable addition to the stores of any theological library. . . . It is what it claims 
to be, a Lexicon, both biblical and theological, and treats not only of words, but of the 
doctrines inculcated by those words.’—John Bull. 


‘We very heartily commend this goodly volume to students of biblical literature.’— 
Evangelical Magazine. 


‘We cannot find an important word in our Greek New Testament which is not 
discussed with a fulness and discrimination which leaves nothing to be desired.’— 
Nonconformist. 


‘Cremer’s Lexicon is, and is long likely to be, indispensable to students whether of 
theology or of the Bible, and must always bear witness to his scholarship, erudition, and 
diligence.’—Lapositor. 


‘A work of immense erudition.’— Freeman. 


‘This noble edition in quarto of Cremer’s Biblico-Theological Lexicon quite super- 
sedes the translation of the first edition of the work. Many of the most important 
articles have been re-written and re-arranged. . . . We heartily congratulate Mr. Urwick 
on the admirable manner in which he has executed his task, revealing on his part 
adequate scholarship, thorough sympathy, and a fine choice of English equivalents and 
definitions.’—British Quarterly Review. 


‘As an aid in our search, we warmly commend the honest and laborious New 
Testament Lexicon of Dr. Cremer.’—London Quarterly Review. 


‘The judiciousness and importance of Dr. Cremer’s design must be obvious to all 
students of the New Testament; and the execution of that design, in our judgment, fully 
establishes and justifies the translator’s encomiums.’— Watchman. 


‘A majestic volume, admirably printed and faultlessly edited, and will win gratitude 
as well as renown for its learned and Christian Author, and prove a precious boon to 
students and preachers who covet exact and exhaustive acquaintance with the literal 
and theological teaching of the New Testament.’—Dickinson’s Theological Quarterly. 


LLF.E College Library 
1100 Glendale Blvd. 
Los Angeles, Calif. 90026 
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